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JACK P. LEWIS 


Which translation of the Bible is the best? As 

the number of translations continues to 
increase, this question is asked even more 
urgently. While The English Bible from KJV to 
NIV is not the first book on this subject, it is the 
most comprehensive, detailed, and scholarly yet 
to appear. 

Introductory chapters treat the story of the Bible 
prior to the English versions and of the English 
translations prior to the King James Version. 

The rest of the book evaluates the strengths and 
weaknesses of these major translations and 
revisions: the KJV, ASV. RSV, NEB, NASB, JB, 
NAB, NWT, LB, GNB, NIV and NKJB. 

“The English translation of the Bible is an ongo¬ 
ing process that began long before the King 
James Version,” says the author. This book 
“attempts to correct the widespread claim that 
the KJV has no translation problems.” It also 
provides the most extensive evaluation of the 
ASV, showing that this translation is not above 
criticism. "I attempt to guide the reader,” the 
author writes, “into an appreciation of what the 
various translating groups are trying to do, 
while at the same time cautioning about items 
that seem defects in their work." 



lack P. Lewis is professor of Bible at Harding 
Graduate School of Religion, where he has 
taught since 1954. He holds Ph.D. degrees from 
both Harvard Divinity School and Hebrew Union 
College. He has written several articles and five 
books, including The Minor Prophets and His¬ 
torical Backgrounds of Bible History. 




A. CARSON 


"The King Janies Version is superior to all modern English translations 
of the Bible '; so say many popularly written books and pamphlets. 

The King James \brsion Debate is the first book-length refutation of this 
point of view written for both pastors and laymen. The author concisely 
explains the science of textual criticism since the main premise ad¬ 
vanced by KJV proponents is the superiority of the Greek text on which 

it is hased. 

After showing the problems with this premise, the author refutes the 
propositions that: (1) the KJV is the most accurate translation: (21 it is 
the most durahle; 13) its use of the Old English forms (e.g., thou ) makes 

it the most reverent; (41 it honors Christ more than do other versions; 
(5) it is most easily memorized; and (61 it is most suitable for public 
reading. 

Concluding the hook is an appendix in which, on a more technical level, 
the author answers W. N. Pickerings The Identity of the New Testament 
Text, the most formidable defense of the priority of the Byzantine text 
yet published in our day. 

D. A- Carson, associate professor of Mew Testament at Trinity Evan- 
gelical Divinity School, holds the Ph,D. degree from Cambridge Univer¬ 
sity. He is also a graduate of McGill University and Central Baptist Sem¬ 
inary (Toronto). He has authored 7he Sermon on the Mount: An Evan¬ 
gelical Exposition of Matthew 5-7. 
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Introduction 


hen William Tyndale was discussing a theological point 
with a cleric who argued that men would be better off without God’s law 
than without the Pope's law, Tyndale retorted that if God spared his life, 
before long he would make the boy that drives the plough know more 
Bible than the cleric did. 

Just as the driving force of Tyndale’s life was the effort to accomplish 
that goal, so the entire history of the translation of the Bible into English 
should be seen as a movement in that direction. Its goal is to make the 
Bible plain to the common man. The modem speech movement in partic¬ 
ular is aiming at this goal. 

It has been argued that we should not translate the Bible down to the 
people but that we should educate the people up to the Bible. This logic, 
carried to its ultimate conclusion, would leave the Bible in Hebrew, Ara¬ 
maic, and Greek and impose upon us the obligation of teaching all people 
those languages. Only those who learned the original languages could read 
the Bible. It would remain a closed book to all except the learned few. 
Only a small percentage of preachers could read it fluently. 
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THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NIV 


The story of the making of the English Bible has been told many times; 
and for general use perhaps the best handbook is Ira Y. Price’s The An¬ 
cestry of our English Bible, third revised edition by William A. Irwin and 
Allen P. Wickgren, New York: Harper and Brothers, 1956. A brief but very 
usable treatment is Margaret T. Hills’s A Ready-Reference History of the 
English Bible, revised edition, New York: American Bible Society, 1971. 
These may be supplemented by F. F. Bruce’s History of the Bible in 
English , third edition, New York: Oxford University Press, 1978. More 
comprehensive still is The Cambridge History of the Bible, Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1963-1970, 3 vols. It is not the purpose of 

this study to compete with or to attempt to displace those studies. 

Introductory chapters of this work discuss the story of the Bible prior 
to the English versions and the English versions prior to the King James 
Version. The remaining part of the book is devoted to the strengths and 
weaknesses of the major translations and revisions that are available today. 
Most of the ideas dealt with are not in any sense new. An indebtedness 
to all those who have written on these topics before is hereby gratefully 
acknowledged. Some of the sections have previously appeared in periodi¬ 
cals. I express my gratitude to the editors of those journals for permission 
to revise and use them. 

My purpose is not to discourage the reading and study of the Bible in 

any English version in which men are willing to read it. Neither is it my 
purpose to destroy confidence in the Bible. It is my conviction that the 
basic duties to man and God can be learned from any translation that men 
read prayerfully. However, in some versions the Word of God may be more 
easily grasped than in others. 

These evaluations are not in any sense an attack upon the message of 
the Bible. English phraseology is merely the clothing in which God’s Word 
is dressed for communication purposes. Translation is a human—not a 
divinely inspired—process. It is thereby subject to all the faults man is 
heir to. The perfect translation does not exist. I hope that the reader will 
not confuse my calling attention to some of these “flyspecks" on the 
masterpiece of the English Bible with an attack upon the Bible and its 
message. Nothing could be further from my intention. I work under the 

admonition: “Prove all things, hold fast to that which is good.” 

The careful student of the Bible will not rely completely upon one 

version of the Bible, but he will seek to recognize the strengths and 
weaknesses of the versions he uses. The New Testament Octapla, The 
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New Testament in 26 Translations, and The New Testament in Four 
Versions will enable him to see the form a New Testament verse has had 
in the various English versions. He should compare these with the original 
language. TYue faith can only be strengthened by a fair and complete 
examination of the truth. The main lines of the message of the Bible are 
readily understandable in the English versions that are on the market. The 
items pointed out in this study comprise the minor part rather than the 
major portion of the content of the Bible. 
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he Bible was originally written in Hebrew, Aramaic, and 
Greek for the people to whom these languages were native languages used 
in everyday speech. Though tradition has supplied names for the writers 
of all the books, many of them are actually anonymous. Some books are 
named for the topics they treat—like Kings and Chronicles. Others are 
named for a chief character—like Samuel; still others—like Psalms and 
Proverbs—are named for their literary form. 

Jeremiah 36 gives the best description we have of the writing of a book 
in the Old Testament period. Jeremiah dictated to his secretary Baruch 
what he had been preaching. Paul dictated his letters and then added a 


3: 17; Philem. 1 9). It seems to be a sound opinion that all the books, except 
for the writings of Luke, were written by Jews to whom Paul says were 
entrusted the oracles of God (Rom. 3:2). 

Though starting out as individual compositions, the books of the Bible 
were collected by persons unknown to us, upon bases unknown to us, and 

at a time not specifically known. However, by the New Testament period 
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there were these collections: the Law, the Prophets, and the Writings. 

Josephus speaks of the Bible as containing twenty-two books written be¬ 
tween the time of Moses and Artaxerxes. Artaxerxes ruled Persia when 
Ezra and Nehemiah carried out their work. About the three-quarter mark 
of the second Christian century, Melito, Bishop of Sardis, gave the earliest 
surviving list of books of the Old Testament. 

From its beginning the church had the Old Testament and the oral 
teaching of the apostles for its guidance, but soon the message was written 
down in order to preserve it. The books of the New Testament were 

completed before the end of the first Christian century. Many of these 
books are of the occasional sort written to specific churches to help where 
problems had arisen. Paul’s letter to the Colossians gives an insight into 
how churches came to have more letters than their own (Col. 4:16). The 
church in Colossae was to see that its letter from Paul was also read to 

the church in Laodicea; and in turn it was to read the letter sent to 
Laodicea. Thus we can envision a church having many of Paul’s letters; 

and indeed, at the end of the first century, Clement of Rome, our earliest 
nonbiblical Christian writer, knew of a number of letters of Paul and made 

use of them. As the second-century church emerged from the conflict with 
Marc ion and with the Gnostics, evidence from Justin Martyr reveals that 
in its worship it was reading the “memoirs of the apostles" along with the 
writing of the prophets as though these were regarded as of equal authority. 
It is at this period that the Muratorian Fragment gives the first list of 
books of the New Testament that is extant. 

Thken together, the sixty-six books form the Bible. The name “Bible " 
comes from th e town of Byblos, w hich was located on the Lebanese coast 
north of Beirut and today is called Jebail . The name Bublos comes from 

— “■ - -■-—■■■ * m m-r . fcf | | l. - - - 

the Greek word for papyrus, the writing material of the first cen tur y, for 
which the town was an import center. The diminutive form b iblion means 
“the b ook." Chrysostom in the fourth century seems the first to apply the 
term to the whole collection of books. In English, Chaucer had used 
“Bible" to describe any book, but John Purvey used it for Scripture, speak¬ 
ing of “the Bible late translated.” 1 

In the Dead Sea Scrolls, copies of some Old Testament books antedate 
the Christian period. For example, the copy of Isaiah dates within five 


'John Stoughton, Our English Bible, Its 7Ya nsla tions and 7Ya nsla tors (London: The Religious 
TVact Society, 1878), p. 46. 
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hundred years of the time when the book itself must have been written. 

A complete copy of the Old Testament is available from the tenth Christian 
century. Within the last twenty years a complete copy of the Gospel of 
John, dating about the year A.D. 200 and now in the possession of the 

Bodmer Library of Geneva, Switzerland, has been published. The letters 

of Paul from a papyrus codex of the third century are available in the 
Chester Beatty Papyri. Almost complete New Testaments survive from the 
fourth century in the vellum codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus. All of these 
finds indicate that the gap between the original writing of the Bible and 
the point at which a text can be established is a relatively narrow one; 
this fact is particularly impressive when one compares this time span with 
that separating the earliest manuscripts of other ancient writings from 

their date of composition. 


The Bible in Translation 

Through most of its history the Bible has been read by more people in 
translation than in its original languages. This process began at least as 
early as the third century B.c. when, at the suggestion of Demetrius of 
Phaleron, Ptolemy Philadelphus invited Jewish scholars to Alexandria to 
prepare a Greek translation for the library there. Because the story told in 
the Letter of Aristeas relates that seventy-two scholars worked on it, it 
came to be known as the Septuagint, the Latin word for seventy. Though 
the initial account attributes no miraculous power to the translators, legend 
soon made it an inspired translation and spoke of seventy separate cells 
in which the translators worked independently. The legend claimed that 
at the end of the work the independent translations were in perfect agree¬ 
ment. Philo, in the first century, and Augustine, in the fourth century, 
made the claim for inspiration of the Septuagint. 

Most of the sixty-eight direct quotations from the Old Testament in the 
New Testament are from the Greek Bible rather than from the original 
Hebrew. The Greek Bible was the Bible of the early church. However, as 

the Christian community made use of the Septuagint in polemics, the 

Greek-speaking Jewish community abandoned it and prepared for itself 
other translations. The result is that the Septuagint of today has come 
through Christian channels. 

In time, large segments of the church no longer read Greek, and trans¬ 
lations were made into Syriac, Ethiopic, and other vernaculars of the 


areas 
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to which Christianity spread. Latin became the language of Western Chris¬ 
tendom. Defective, on-the-spot Latin translations had already been made 
by unknown persons and were being used. The Old and New Testaments 
were both translated from Greek into Latin; Jerome said that no two 
manuscripts agreed with each other. The need for an accurate Bible was 
apparent. Damasus, Bishop of Rome, commissioned Jerome to prepare 
such a Latin Bible. In several stages which finally culminated in his work 

at Bethlehem (ca. A.D. 404), Jerome translated the Old Testament from 
Hebrew and Aramaic and the New Testament from Greek. 

Jerome’s work was unwelcome to a large segment of the church of his 
day. Men said he was Judaizing the church by going back to Hebrew. A 
North African congregation rioted when their bishop read the new version 
in the service, and peace was restored only when the familiar version was 
reinstated. However, with the passage of time the merits of Jerome’s work, 
later called the Vulgate, were recognized. For more than a thousand years, 
men in the western world who studied the Bible studied the Vulgate. Many 
came to speak accommodatingly of Jerome as an “inspired translator.” 
Our own English Bible is molded in form and vocabulary by the Vulgate. 

Later still, common men in the British Isles came to speak English, 
though the scholars still studied in Latin. John Wyclif, who lived in Chau¬ 
cer's time, and his associates prepared a manuscript English Bible for the 

common man. After another hundred years, printing was invented. The 
Protestant Reformation had dawned. William Tyndale set himself to pre¬ 
pare an English Bible so that “the boy who drives the plough" could know 
more Scripture than the clerics did, but he paid with his life for his trouble. 
Nevertheless, in the next eighty-six years after 1525, English Bibles ap¬ 
peared in rapid succession. First was Coverdale’s, then Matthew’s, Thver- 
ner's, the Great Bible, the Geneva Bible, the Bishops’ Bible, the Rheims- 
Douay, and finally the King James in 1611. To this story we now turn our 
attention. 
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Versions 


n the early period, the Scripture read in the British Isles 

in Latin. The common people heard the gospel proclaimed by word 
of mouth and saw its scenes depicted in the art adorning church buildings. 
The earliest efforts at translation into Anglo-Saxon (the ancestor of Eng¬ 
lish) were designed for the use of the inhabitants of monasteries rather 
than for the common people. The age of vernacular translations had not 
dawned; authorities were suspicious of the effect vernacular translations 
might have upon the masses. The Anglo-Saxon period saw the preparation 

of paraphrases on Scripture like those of Caedmon , 1 of interlinear word- 
for-word glosses on the Latin text like those of the Lindesfame Gospels 
and the Rushworth Gospels , 2 and of some elementary translations like the 


was 


'The definitive study of early English materials is Minnie Cate Monel I, A Manual of Old 

English Biblical Materials (Knoxville: University of Tfennessee Press, 1965); see also Geoffrey 

Shepherd. "English Versions of the Scriptures before Wyclif," in The Cambridge History of the 

Bible , ed. P. B. Ackroyd, C. F. Evans, G. W. H. Lampe, and S. L. Greenslade (Cambridg 
Press, 1963-70). 2:362ff. 

*Morrell. A Manual 


e: University 


pp. 1661; Shepherd, "English Versions,” 2:371. 
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work of Bede. Also belonging to this period are some of the sections of 

the glosses on the Rushworth Gospels and the work of Aelfric (ca. 1000), 
who, going against the widespread opposition to vernacular Scripture, said, 

“Happy is he, then, who reads the Scriptures, if he convert the words into 

actions." 3 

The movement for a vernacular Bible had three basic hurdles to over¬ 
come. The first was the traditional feeling that Latin was the proper 
medium of religious expression. The second was the uneasiness of the 
clergy over offering Scripture to the laity lest unorthodox teachings should 
result. The third was the conviction that English was unsuitable for use 
in religious expression. As some today would feel that American slang is 
inappropriate for English Bible translation, so in the Middle Ages the 
English vernacular was thought to lack the cultural standing needed. As 

late as the time of TVndale this feeling had to be combated. TVndale said: 


.. .the Greek tongue agreeth more with the English than with the Latin. 
And the properties of the Hebrew tongue agreeth a thousand times more 
with the English than with the Latin. The manner of speaking is both one; 
so that in a thousand places thou needest not but to translate it into the 
English, word for word; when thou must seek a compass in the Latin. 4 


English translators had a church tradition that was heavily dependent 
upon Latin with its fixed mode of religious expression, but there was no 
well-beaten path to guide them in proper procedures and inerrant choices 
as they weighed alternate ways of expressing an idea. The specific phrase¬ 
ology of the English Bible is the result of trial and error, progression and 
regression, out of which the student can see phrases taking the turn which 
commended them to the readers and to the translators who came after. 

It is now thought that John Wyclif was the first man to give the English 
public the Bible in its entirety, though it is uncertain how much is the 
work of Wyclif and how much that of his associates. 5 Nicholas of Hereford 
translated a part of the Old Testament, and the whole was completed about 
A.D. 1382. After Wyclif's death in 1384, a revision was carried through 


^Cited in J, I, Mombert* English Versions of the Bible (London; Samuel Bagster and Sons, 
1907), p + 17; see also DNB 1:166. 

* William TVndale, “Obedience of the Christian M an t " repr i nted in Doctrinal TYeatises, ed. Henry 
Walter (Cambridge: University Press, 1848), pp. 148*49* 

’The definitive study of Wyclif is Margaret Deanesly, The Lollard BiNe (Cambridge: University 

Press, 1920; reprint ed.* 1966). 
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which is conjecturally attributed to John Purvey. As a manuscript Bible, 
the Wyclif Bible was expensive. There are about two hundred copies ex¬ 
tant. All but thirty are of the Purvey revision rather than of the earlier 

edition. 6 

Wyclif insisted that “no man is so rude a scholar but that he might 
leam the words of the Gospel according to his simplicity”; but his involve¬ 
ment in the ecclesiastical quarrels of his day assured opposition to his 
Bible. Wyclif had so successfully trained his lay preachers, nicknamed “the 

Lollards,” to go about two-by-two preaching that one opponent said that 
should one meet two men in England, one would be a Lollard. 7 Opposition 

did come. A bill before the House of Lords in 1390 to suppress the 

translation was opposed and defeated by John of Gaunt.® Nevertheless, 

Bishop Arundel influenced a provincial council meeting at Oxford in July, 

1408, to decree: 


that no one henceforth on his own authority translate any text of Holy 
Scripture into the English or any other language.. .until the translation 
itself shall have been approved by the diocesan of the place . 9 


Arundel himself, about 1411, wrote: 


This pestilent and wretched John Wyclif... that son of the old serpent 
... endeavoured ... to fill up the measure of his malice ... [by] the ex¬ 
pedient of a new translation of the Scriptures into the mother tongue. 


10 


Somewhat later, the continuator of Henry Knighton’s Chronicle 

plained of the work that “the pearl of the Gospel is scattered abroad and 
trodden underfoot by swine." 11 The Council of Constance in 1415 ordered 

‘Margaret T. Hills, A Ready•Reference History of the English Bible (revisions by Elizabeth 
Eisenhart; New York: American Bible Society, 1971) 
ditfite Versions 

2:387-415, 

7 George M. TYevdyan, England in the Age of Wycliffe (London: Longmans Green, and Co 
ed. 1909; reprint, 1948), p, 319. 

“Deanesly, The Lollard Bible , p t 282. 

‘Tfcxt and translation in A. F. Pollard, ed., Records of the English Bible (Oxford: Henry Frowde 

1911), pp, 79'81, 

“Quoted in Henry Hargreaves, “The Wycliffite Versions," 2:388 
»‘Ibid, 


com- 


p. 4; see also Henry Hargreaves, “The Wy- 
in The Cambridge History of the Bible (Cambridge University Press, 1969), 


., new 
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that Wyclif’s body be disinterred and burned, and the ashes thrown into 
the river Swift. 12 

The style of the Wyclif Bible was stilted. It often was a word-for-word 
rendering of the Latin and in some places was not very intelligible to the 
person with no knowledge of Latin. It is not likely that the Wyclif Bible 
was widely known by Tyndale’s time —Lollardism was no longer popular — 
but there are interesting coincidences of expression between the two with¬ 
out any evidence that TVndale borrowed from Wyclif. Some phrases may 
have become a common heritage. Some recent versions revert in isolated 
cases to Wycliffite phrases rather than using those chosen by his successors. 


Reformation and Post-Reformation Period 


The Renaissance with its stress on returning to the sources of truth, the 
invention of printing by Johannes Gutenberg in 1453 which reduced the 
price of books, and the Reformation with its appeal to the authority of 
Scripture all played a part in the demand for a vernacular Bible. England 
was late among European nations in having a printed Bible—not because 
of the backwardness of the English people, and not because of the lack of 
skill of the English printers, but because of the prohibition of translations 

by the Oxford Council of 1408. 13 It was not until the time of Henry VIII 
that church officials authorized a translation to be made. Meanwhile, Wil¬ 
liam Caxton in his Golden Legend (1483) had printed some Scripture 
passages in English. 14 Also, the English Primers, which were printed in 
1529 and the years following, had Scripture passages. 15 Each of these 
made some contribution to English Bible phraseology. 

dale that English Bible printing really begins. 
TVndale, retorting to a cleric who argued that men would be better off 

without God's laws than the Pope’s laws, said that if God spared his life, 
before long he would make the boy who drove the plough to know more 


It is with William 


12 Joseph H, Dahmus, The Prosecution of John Wyclif (New Haven: Yale University Press, 

1952), pp. 153-54, 

ir Tbxt in Pollard, Records t pp. 79-8L Bibles were printed in Germany in 1645, Italy in 1471, 
France in 1474, the Low Countries in 1477, and Bohemia in 1488, See H. A. Guppy, "Miles Coverdale 

and the English Bible 1488-1568/' Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 19 (July 1935): 2. 

l4 CharlesC. Buttenvorth, The Literary Lineage of the King James Bible (Philadelphia: Uni¬ 
versity of Pennsylvania Press, 1941), pp. 5U55. 

15 Charles C. Butterworth, The English Primers ( 1529-1545 ) (Philadelphia: University of Penn¬ 
sylvania Press, 1953). 


20 


The Early English Bible 


Scripture than the cleric did. 16 Tyndale devoted the remainder of his life 
to the task but found it necessary to leave England to complete his work. 
His New Testament was first printed at Cologne 17 and at Worms 
1525. It was then smuggled in bales of cloth back into England for sale. 
In the following years there were pirated editions, some issued in Holland. 
A coworker, Geor ge Joye, 19 in 1534 issued an edition in which he modified 
some of Tyndale’s words in favor of those suitable to his own ideas. A 
heated exchange between the two resulted. 20 Tyndale published his trans¬ 
lation of the Pentateuch at Marburg in 15 30 21 and that of the Book of 
Jonah at Antwerp in 1531. 22 His translations were accompanied by bitter 

anti-Catholic notes, but the notes were softened in later editions of his 
New Testament, and the last edition h ad no not es. He revised the New 
Testament in 1534 23 and said, “I ... have weded oute of it many fautes 
which lacke of helpe at the begynninge and oversyght dyd sowe therin. 
His last New Testament edition was printed in. 1535. 28 After being betrayed 
by a friend, Tyndale was imprisoned and was executed on October 6, 
1536. 2e He left unpublished in manuscript form a translation of the books 
of the Old Testament from J oshua to Chronic les. 

Church officials identified Tyndale's writings with Lutheranism and vig¬ 
orously opposed the circulation of his translations. Thnstal, Bishop of Lon¬ 
don, claimed to find 3,000 errors in Tyndale’s New Testament. 27 Copies 
were bought and humed. Thomas More asserted that to study to find errors 


is ; 


in 




1<! The definitive study of William Tyndale is J. F. Mozley, William Tyndale (London: S.P.C.K., 

1937). The source of the quotation is John Foxe, The Act> and Monuments of John Foxe, ed. 

George Townsend (London: Seeley, Burnside and Seeley, 1843-49; reprint ed., New York: AMS 
Press, Inc., 1965), 5:117, 

n T. H. Darlow and H< F. Motile, Historical Catalogue of Printed Editions of the English 

Bible, 1525-1961 (London: John Day, 1903), revised and expanded by A. S. Herbert (London; The 
British and Foreign Bible Society, 1968), Number 1. 

le Historical Catalogue , Number 2, 

10 See Charles C. Butterworth and Allan G. Chester, George Joye (Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Press, 1962), p, 293. 

ao See Pollard, Records , pp, 178-94 
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in Tyndale’s work was like studying to find water in the sea. 28 _More found 

fault particularly with Tyndale’s choice of “congregation,” “senior,” “love," 

S 

and_“repent” in place of the ecclesiastically established words “church,” 

“priest," “charity," and “do penance." Tyndale published a reply to More 
in which he defended his choices. 29 In 1529 and again in 1530, Henry VIII 
prohibited Tyndale’s writings, insisting in the last case that the common 
people had no need for all the Scripture in English, but promising that a 

translation would be made. 30 Tyndale in 1531 declared that if Henry would 
“graunte only a bare text of the scriptures to be put forthe emonge h[is] 

people ... be it of the translation of what perso[n] soever shall please his 
majestie, 1 shall ... promyse, never to wryte more. 

It has been estimated that 50,000 copies of the New Testament circu¬ 
lated before Tyndale's death and that many other copies were made avail¬ 
able shortly thereafter. Between 1525 and 1566, forty editions are recorded. 
The English Bible is indebted in some sections of the Old Testament and 
in all of the New Testament to Tyndale more than to any other single 
individual. It has been estimated that 92 percent of the New Testament as 
left by Tyndale is carried over into the KJV. From our vantage point it is 
easy to pick out faults in Tyndale’s work. He gave current Christian names 
to biblical holidays; there are oddities as when the serpent in Genesis 3:4 
says to Eve, “Ttish, ye shall not dye”; and Tyndale used a variety of ren¬ 
derings for the same Greek or Hebrew word, creating confusion in some 

passages. But a great host of his phrases have become the language of our 
religious life. 

The religious atmosphere in England changed rapidly through Tyndale’s 
last years. The fortunes of the Reformation and the story of the English 
Bible go hand-in-hand. In 1530 Hugh Latimer reminded the king of his 
earlier promise to see that the New Testament was faithfully translated, 32 
but Henry delayed. In 1533 Henry married Anne Boleyn and broke with 
the church of Rome. In 1534 a Convocation petitioned the king to decree 
that the Scriptures should be translated. 33 Archbishop Thomas Cranmer 
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divided portions of the Bible to fellow bishops for review, but when one 
bishop sharply declined, Cranmer’s project became fruitless. 

On October 5, 1535, a year before the death of TVndale, Miles Cover dale 

issued a Bible, possibly from Marburg or Zurich, based on TVndale’s work 

and on that of Zwingli, Leo Judah, Pagninus, the Vulgate, and Luther. 
Coverdale, though no Greek or Hebrew scholar, thus gained for himself the 
distinction of being the first man to issue a complete printed English 
Bible. The prologue to the reader carried his name. TWo-thirds of the Old 

Testament (the poetical and prophetical books) and all the Apocrypha were 

his own. Coverdale put the collection of Apocrypha at the end of the Old 
Testament and thereby set a pattern for subsequent English Bibles. 

Coverdale claimed in his prologue that he had not wrested one word 
for the maintenance of any sect. He dedicated his work to Henry VIII 
whom he flattered as “Our Moses”; nevertheless, he failed to get the royal 
approval he sought for this edition. It circulated without hindrance, but 
with “permitted” rather than “authorized" status. The dedications of the 
successive editions reflect the marriage-life of the king and the changing 
religious atmosphere in England. The title page of the edition of 1537 
carried the phrase “Set forth with the Kynges moost gracious license. 
Coverdale brought back into the Bible the established ecclesiastical terms 
that TVndale had banished, and thereby avoided controversy; but he also 
made his own contribution to the wording of the English Bible. 

Once the door was opened, Bibles appeared in rapid succession in the 
third decade of the sixteenth century. Tbe Matthew’s Bible was issued in 
1537 at Antwerp, only one year after the death of Tyndale, and was the 
second complete Bible in English. 37 It is thought to be the work of John 
Rogers and is dedicated to King Henry and Queen Jane. Rogers, who 
martyred in 1555, made use of TVndale’s Pentateuch, already published. 
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his death, for Ezra to the end of the Apocrypha he used Coverdale, and for 
the New Testament he used TVndale’s revision of 1535. Cranmer com¬ 
mended the translation as “better than any other translacion heretofore 
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made” and requested a license for it. 38 The license was granted, 39 and so 
it was the first English Bible to hold this status. But the same year (1537) 

a license was also granted for the third edition of the Coverdale Bible. 

Another step toward the free circulation of the Bible was taken in 1538 
when the Royal Injunctions ordered that by a certain date Bibles were to 

be set up in all churches. 40 In 1539 Richard Thvemer issued his Bible from 

London. 41 He had made slight changes in the text of the Matthew’s Bible 
and had corrected some of its notes. His is the first Bible to be completely 
printed in England. To Thvemer we owe the use of "parable” and “passover,” 
but his contribution to the ongoing history of the English Bible 
was not a major one. 

To offset the offensive notes in the Matthew’s Bible and to supply the 
need for Bibles in the churches, Cromwell set in operation machinery to 
create a satisfactory Bible. Coverdale was chosen to oversee the project. 
In April, 1539, 111 years after the burning of the bones of Wyclif, this 
Bible, called “The Gre at Bi ble” because of its size, was issued. 42 The king 
was assured that no heresies were maintained in it, and he approved its 
circulation. An edition of it appearing in 1540 had a preface by Cranmer 
and for the first time had the words, “This is the Byble apoynted to the 

vse of the churches.” 43 For this reason it may be thought of as the first 

■ ■ * * * ™ * 

“Authorized Version.” Notes were intended, but these never received the 
sanction of the Privy Council and were never printed. In keeping with the 
practice of the times, copies were chained to the stand in the churches. 
The Great Bible was read with joy by the English people. 44 Seven editions 
were issued in two years’ lime (1539-1541) 45 It was last printed in 1569, 
after which it was displaced by the Geneva and the Bishops’ Bibles. How¬ 
ever, its influence continues through its Psalms which were attached to 
the Prayer Book (1549, 1662) and which with modified spelling remained 
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in use until a recent (1963) revision. Though some of its changes were for 
the worse rather than for the better, the Great Bible also made its contri¬ 
bution to the lasting phraseology of the English Bible. 

A second effort by Cranmer on February 16, 1542, to get the bishops 

to do a translation was frustrated when Bishop Gardiner produced a long 
list of Latin words that must be retained in an English translation. 46 Then 
in his last years Henry VIII had second thoughts about free circulation of' 
the Bible, and new regulations restricting the circulating and reading of 

the Bible were made in 1543 and 1546 47 However, Henry VIII died in 
January, 1547. 

At the accession of Edward VI, the regulations restricting the circula¬ 


tion of the Bible were removed, and churches were again ordered to have 
Bibles. During his brief reign (1547-1553), thirty-five editions of various 
New Testaments and thirteen of various Bibles — TVndale’s, Coverdale’s, 
Matthew’s, Taverner’s, and Cranmer’s—were printed. However, w ith the 
accession of Mary a complete eclipse came. Public reading of Scripture ‘ 
was prohibited on August 18, 1553, by a proclamation. No Bibles were 
published in England during Mary’s reign (1553-1558). Church Bibles were 
confiscated, martyrs abounded, and Reformers fled to the Continent. 

Those exiles at Geneva, the center of the Calvinistic reform, prepared 
a translation and presented it to Elizabeth in 1560, a year and a half after ■ 
her accession, in the name of "Your humble subiects of the English Churche 
at Geneva. 


William Whittingham, Anthony Gil by, and Thomas Samp¬ 
son claim that they had spent “two yeres and more day and night" in its 
preparation. The Geneva Bible was accompanied by copious notes which 
were both anti-Catholic and pro-Calvinistic in nature. Matthew Parker later 
spoke of them as “diverse preiudicall notis which might have ben also well 
spared." 49 While earlier Bibles had indicated sections by A, B, C, and D 
on the margins of pages but had no verses, each verse in the Geneva Bible 
was a separate paragraph. Roman type was used, and words supplied to 
complete the sense in English were in italics. It was not until 1576, after 
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the death of Parker, that it was printed in England. The Geneva Bible was 
favored by the Puritans and enjoyed a remarkable popularity as is evidenced 

by its 180 editions. 

Both large and small sizes of Geneva Bibles were printed so it was 

owned and used in homes and to some extent in churches. In his later 

■ ■ ■ ■ 

plays Shakespeare reflects a knowledge of the wording of the Geneva Bible. 
The Mayflower Compact was signed on the Geneva Bible, and the Geneva 

I m m ^ T • • ■ ^ ■ ■ I / • T 

played an important role in the history of early America. Also, it was 
formally authorized for use in the churches in Scotland. 

There are three types of Geneva Bibles. In addition to the early form, 
a revision was done in 1576 by Laurence Tomson; later Geneva Bibles are 
therefore known as the Tomson revision. In 1 595 Junius’ extensive anti- 
Catholic comments on Revelation were added to make a third form. Though 
the phrase was not original with the Geneva Bible, the use of “breeches" 

for Adam’s and Eve’s clothing in Genesis 3:7 gave it the nickname of the 
“Breeches Bible.’’ 50 

Church officials found more fault with the notes of the Geneva Bible 

■ ■ ■ ■ 

than with its translation. To offset its popularity, Matthew Parker carried 
through a revision in which most of the work was done by bishops, and 
it came to be known as the Bishops’ Bible. Sections of the Great Bible 
were parceled out to eighteen or nineteen men for revision; there was no 
face-to-face consultation of the participants, but Parker put the finishing 
touches on the whole. A copy was ready for presentation to Queen Eliz¬ 
abeth on October 5, 1568, which, by coincidence, was the year of Cover- 

dale’s death 51 and was only thirty-two years after the burning of Tyndale. 

From the viewpoint of art, the first edition of the Bishops' Bible was 
the most imposing of the English Bibles. As a translation it had its short¬ 
comings and was plagued with printing errors, but it served as the “church 
Bible" of the Elizabethan Age. A Convocation in 1571 ordered that copies 
be in the house of every bishop and in every cathedral. 52 It thereby became 
the second authorized English Bible. The entire Bible was printed over a 
period of thirty-four years, with the last edition appearing in 1602; the 
New Testament was printed over a period of sixty-five years, and its last 
edition was in 1633. There were about nineteen editions of the whole 
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Bible and about the same number of New Testaments. Meanwhile, the 
Geneva Bible was outstripping it in popularity wijh_120 editionsbefore 
1611. The Bishops’ Bible has been less thoroughly studied than the other 
English Bibles. About 4 percent of the form of the KJV came from it. 

During Elizabeth’s reign, Catholics also felt the need of preparing a 
Bible. Exiles led by Gregory Martin, William Allen, and Richard Bristow 
issued the New Testament at Rheims in 1582, 54 but because of financial 
problems did not issue the Old Testament until twenty-seven years later 
in 1609-1610. 55 Copious notes accompanying the text, chiefly written by 
Allen, carry on a running debate with the Protestants. No opportunity is 
spared to press the teachings of Rome. The translation was based on the 
Vulgate text and shows heavy influence of Latin. A translation which had 
renderings like "every knee bo we of the celestials, terrestrials, and infer- 
nals" (Phil. 2:10) could not be calculated to be popular. There were only 
four editions of the New Testament (1582, 1600, 1621, 1633) up to 1633, 
and then the next was in 1750. There were only two editions of the Old 
Testament (1610, 1635) before 1750. Its Latinisms caused Thomas Fuller 
to call it a “translation which needed to be translated. 

While the use of the Rheims-Douay version was limited to Catholic 
circles, its significance lies in the enrichment of the Protestant Bible that 
it was designed to offset. Carleton has demonstrated that the Rheims New 
Testament heavily influenced the King James translators. 57 This influence 
may well have come through the work of William Fulke who printed it 
alongside the Bishops’ New Testament (1589, 1601, 1617, and 1633) in 
order to refute its notes. Numerous instances can now be cited where the 
Latin words the Rheims-Douay found necessary to explain in the glossary 
have become accepted English words. 

The King James Version 

The King James Bible was bom out of a need to still the voices of 
critics who had agitated against the Bishops' Bible in the later years of 

“Charles Butterworth, The Literary Lineage of the King James Bible (Philadelphia: University 
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Elizabeth s reign and also out of a need to bring uniformity into a confused 
situation. Geneva Bibles were commonly used in homes, Bishops’ Bibles 
in churches. Some Great Bibles were still around, and perhaps even TVndale 
and Cover dale Bibles could be found, though none of these three had been 
reprinted for a generation. 58 Miles Smith in the “TVanslators to the Reader" 
of the KJV spoke of making one translation out of many good ones, to 
which men could not justly take exception. 59 Though one can hardly en¬ 
vision King James doing a lasting service to Christendom, 60 fate has its 
odd turns. John Reynolds’ proposal of a new translation made at the Hamp¬ 
ton Court Conference in 1604 61 caught King James’s fancy, and he set in 
order the machinery to bring about the translation. 

The qualifications of the King’s translators 62 and the guide rules set up 
assured the best revision possible at the time. Though information is not 
abundant, scattered records reveal that the various committees were at 
their tasks during the years following 1604. Some workers died before the 
work was completed, and some new appointments were made. A letter 
speaks of fifty-four translators; however, only forty-seven names have been 
preserved. 63 Some of the translators advanced in church offices as a reward 
for their services. How meticulously the guide rules were followed is not 
known. John Selden spoke of a procedure in which one person read the 
text while others followed in Bibles of various languages and made sug¬ 
gestions they felt appropriate. 64 It is thought that the notes John Bois 
made during the sessions have now been identified and published. 65 Notes 


58 The last printing of the TVndale Testament was 1566, of the Coverdale Bible, 1553, and of the 
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in a Bishops’ Bible in the Bodleian Library are thought by some scholars 
to have been placed there in the course of the 1611 revision. 66 A final 
committee of twelve reviewed what the lower committees had prepared, 
and then Bishop Thomas Bilson and Dr. Miles Smith added the finishing 

touches, including the preparation of introductory material. By 1611 the 
whole revision was ready for the public. Though the king contributed no 
money to its production, and though no record of an official authorization 
of the finished product survives (if such were ever given), the Bible came 

to be known as the King James Bible. King James died in 1625. He did 
not see it attain the goal he had stated at the Hampton Court Conference 

of its being a new translation of such acceptable excellence that “this 
whole Church ... be bound vnto it, and none other.” 67 

The translators of the KJV anticipated that their effort would be criti¬ 
cized, and they must not have been disappointed. 68 Thomas Fuller re¬ 
marked, "Some of the brethren were not well pleased with this translation. 
Published without notes, it seemed lacking in comparison with its rival, 
the Geneva Bible. 70 In fact, Bibles with the KJV text but with Geneva 
notes were printed in Holland in 1642, 1672, 1679, 1683, 1708, 1715, and 
in England in 1649. 71 Among the most vocal of the critics was Hugh 
Broughton who, after examining the translation, declared that it was so 
poorly done that it would grieve him as long as he lived. He insisted that 
he would rather be tied between wild horses and tom apart than to let it 
go forth among the people. He contended that the translators had put the 
errors in the text and the correct readings in the margins. 

Anticipating that their work would not please the Puritans, the trans¬ 
lators speak scornfully of them in their preface. 73 They also foresaw that 

the Catholics would say: 


69 


72 


®*E. C. Jacobs, 'A Bodleian Bishops' Bible, 1602” (Ph.D. dissertation. University of Alabama, 

I 

67 Barknv, The Summe and Substance t p, 46. 

“Luther A. Weigle, "English Versions since 1611, 

i 

“’Fuller, The Church History of Britain, 5:409. 

™lbid.. 5:409-10. 

"Historical Catalogue, Numbers 564, 620, 708. 742, 782, 897, 936. 

”Hugh Broughton. .4 Censure of the Late TYanslation for Our Churches, 

I 

^Reprinted in Pollard, Records , p. 375; and Goodspeed* The Transiators to the Reader, 


1972). 


in The Cambridge History of the Bible, 


3:361, 


c, 1612 (S.TC. 


3847). 


p. 37, 


29 



THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NIV 


Was their Translation good before? Why doe they now mend it? Was it 
not good? Why then was it obtruded to the people?... Nay, if it must be 
translated into English, Catholicks are fittest to doe it. 


74 


Catholics said that by the alternate readings in the margin the translators 
were shaking the certainty of the Scripture. 

Agitation for additional revision may be noted in the following sequence 
of events. John Lightfoot in 1629 objected to the Apocrypha’s being in¬ 
cluded between the two Testaments. When preaching before the House of 
Parliament on August 26, 1645, he urged a “review and survey of the 
translation of the Bible" so that people “might come to understand the 

proper and genuine reading of the Scriptures by an exact, vigorous, and 
lively translation.” 76 John Selden commented on the KJV’s style, noting 
that “the Bible is rather translated into English Words, than into English 
Phrase. The Hebraisms are kept and the Phrase of that Language is kept. 
Printing errors plagued all of the early editions. A tract written by William 
Kilbume in 1659 pointed out the errors in certain printings. 78 As a result 
of the agitation for revision, a bill was introduced into the Long Parliament 
on January 11, 1653, for “a new English translation of the Bible out of the 
original tongues," and a committee was appointed to consider the ques¬ 
tion. 79 In 1655 John Row in Scotland, pointing out certain deficiencies in 
the KJV, proposed a revision. 80 In 1657 a further committee of Parliament 
was appointed to look into the question; 81 however. Parliament was dis¬ 
solved before the committee could render a report. Had the British church 
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been less tied to the state, the history of the King James Bible would 

likely have been different. In 1659 Robert Gell, also urging revision, said: 


The further we proceed in survey of the Scripture, the translation is the 
more faulty, as the Hagiographa more than the Historical Scripture, 
and the Prophets more than the Hagiographa , and the Apocrypha most 
of all; generally the New more then the Old Testament . 82 


Gell, in agreement with the charge earlier brought by Broughton that the 

translators had put errors in the text and the better readings in the margin, 
said: “The Translators ... have placed some different significations in the 
Margent; but those mostwhat the better ; because when truth is tryed by 
most voyces, it is commonly out-voted." 83 John Eadie in the nineteenth 
century compiled a list of places in which such a judgment was justified 
in his opinion. 84 The Presbyterian ministers at a meeting held on May 4, 
1661, presented their "Exceptions against the Book of Common Prayer" 
to the bishops. The seventh of eighteen exceptions was “A new Royal 
translation of the Scriptures is to be uniformly introduced.” 85 All of these 
criticisms demonstrate that the feeling toward the KJV when it was new 
was no different from that shown toward new versions in the twentieth 
century. Only the passage of time has afforded the KJV a privileged status. 

The criticisms, however, are only one side of the coin. Others were 
pleased with what the translators had done. Thomas Fuller said, “Whereso¬ 
ever the Bible shall be preached or read in the whole world, there shall 
also this that they have done be told in memorial of them.” 86 The success 

of the KJV was almost certain from the beginning, though that was not 
immediately evident. The title page phrase "Appointed to be read in 
Churches taken over from the Bishops’ Bible, the use of illustrations from 
that Bible, and the maintaining of a similar general appearance suggest 
that it was intended to supersede the Bishops’ Bible. The entire Bishops' 
Bible was never printed after 1602. The King James Bible went through 
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fifteen printings in the first three years; 87 however, Robert Barker, its 

printer, also continued to print Geneva Bibles until 1616, ee and other 

printers issued them until 1644. Even during those years the KJV was 

moving ahead, for there were 182 printings of the KJV and only 15 for 

the Geneva. 89 Church authorities showed open hostility to the Geneva. It 

could not be printed in England after 1618. Bishop Laud ordered copies 

burned and actively hindered importation of Geneva Bibles from ahroad. 

Without the force of the Puritan movement, the editions of the Geneva 
Bihle would likely have been even fewer. 

As might be expected, older bishops like Dillingham, Overall, and Laud 

continued to use the Geneva Bible in their sermons. 91 As late as 1650 the 

Bishops’ Bible was used in the pulpit of the First Church of Hartford, 

Connecticut. 92 Others also continued using the Bishops’ Bible. Lancelot 

Andrewes took his text from it in preaching before the King in 1621. 93 
However, by 1622 some bishops urged the use of the KJV in churches by 
inquiring in their visitation articles if the church had a Bible “of the last 
translation.” 94 The Scottish canons of 1636 say, "The Bible shall be of the 
translation of King James." 95 That the Prayer Book in its revision of 1662, 
fifty-one years after the publication of the KJV, used passages of the Gos¬ 
pels and Epistles from the KJV in the liturgy attests that by then the KJV 

had gained ecclesiastical recognition. 

In time the attacks on the KJV lessened, but throughout its history 

there has been some agitation for additional revision. The statement often 

encountered that the Pilgrims would not allow a KJV on the Mayflower 
is likely in error, for John Alden's Bible, preserved in Pilgrim Hall at 
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B7 Lupton, A History of the Geneva Bible, 7:104. 

&8 Ibid., 7:185-86. 

B9 F. G. Kenyon, Our Bible and the Ancient Manuscripts, rev. A. W. Adams (New York: Harper 

& Brothers, 1958), p. 305. 

90 Lupton, A History of the Geneva Bible, 2:203, 21L 

91 W> J. Heaton, The Puritan Bible (London: Francis Griffiths, 1913), p.287; Anderson, The 
Annals of the English Bible, p. 407. 

92 Matthew Riddle Brown, The Story of the Revised New Testament (Philadelphia: The Sunday 
School Times Company, 1908), p. 71. 

9:j Paine, The Learned Men, pp. 136-37. 

M WestcottM General View , p. 119, 

95 Andrew fcklgar, The Bibles of England (London: Alexander Gardner, 1889), p. 295; also cited 
in John Stoughton, Our English Bible (London: The Religious TYact Society, n.d.), p. 249. 
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Plymouth, Massachusetts, is a KJV. 96 Printing outside of England was not 
permitted until after America had broken away from British rule. The first 
English Bible printed in America (1782) was of the King James text. 

The translators had delivered “Gods booke unto Gods people in a tongue 
which they understand.” 98 It was “vnderstood euen of the very vulgar. 

In the seventeenth century a “hand labouring man” of Northhamptonshire 
said that “the last translation of the Bible which no doubt was done by 
those learned men in the best English, agreeth perfectly with the common 

speech of our country, 
speaking people. For more than two centuries it accomplished what a 

Bible translation should. It spoke directly to the heart of the common 
man; that he forgot it was a translation and came to think that it was the 
original Bible does not negate its worth. Well-turned tributes concerning 
the KJV would fill a book. 101 Perhaps none is more eloquent than that of 
Frederick W. Faber, who in 1845 left the Church of England for that of 
Rome: 


97 


99 


The KJV came to be loved by the English- 


100 


It lives on the ear like a music that can never be forgotten, like the sound 
of church bells which the convert hardly knows how he can forgo. Its 
felicities seem often to be almost things rather than mere words. It is part 
of the national mind, and the anchor of national seriousness, nay, it is 
worshipped with a positive idolatry in extenuation of whose grotesque 
fanaticism its intrinsic Ireauty pleads unavailingly with the man of letters 
and the scholar. The memory of the dead passes into it. The potent tra¬ 
ditions of childhood are stereotyped in its verses. The power of all the 
griefs and trials of a man is hidden beneath its words. It is the represen- 


96 The assertion is made by Eugene Nida, Toward a Science of Translation (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 
1964). p. 17. who is dependent on P. Marion Simms, The Bible in America (New York: Wilson- 
Erickson, 1936), p. 93n. Simms cites Massachusetts Historical Society Proceedings I, 227n., 54. 

1. See. however, now C.C. Forman. “Four Early Bibles in Pilgrim Hall," Pilgrim Society Notes, 

Plymouth, Massachusetts 9 (April 1959): 3. The Bible is No. 90 in the Pilgrim Hall catalogue. 
"Anderson, The Armais of the English Bible, p, 486. 

"Reprinted in Pollard, Records, p. 359; and in Goodspeed, The TTanslators to (he Reader, 

I 

“Reprinted in Pollard, Records, p. 376; and in Goodspeed, The Translators to the Reader , 

I 

J00 Thomas Fuller, The Worthies of England, edited with an Introduction and Notes by John 
Freeman (London: George Allen, 1952), p. 423. 

l0l See Mombert, English Versions of the Bible , pp, 384 86. 


p. 27. 


p. 37, 
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tative of his best moments, and all that there has been about him of soft, 
and gentle, and pure, and penitent, and good, speaks to him for ever out 
of his English Bible. It is this sacred thing which doubt never dimmed 
and controversy never soiled. It has been to him all along as the silent, 

but oh, how intelligible voice of his guardian angel, and in the length and 
breadth of the land there is not a Protestant, with one spark of religious¬ 
ness about him, whose spiritual biography is not in his Saxon Bible. 
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■o*K w. Faber. St. Francis of Assisi. Oratorio n Lives of the Saints, pp. 116f. Quoted in Hugh 
Pope. English Versions of the Bible (St. Louis: B. Herder. 1952), p. 322. 
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ost of the problems raised by biblical revision stem from 
people’s misconceptions about the KJV. Many people believe that the KJV 
is the Bible against which all new translations are to be measured. Some 
assume that the KJV, if not inspired, is at least free of doctrinal problems 

and thus becomes a refuge from questions raised by the novelties in new 
translations. These assumptions need critical evaluation. 


The Authorized Version? 

The tradition that the King James Bible was authorized seems to rest 
merely upon a printer s claim on the title page which continued the phrase 
from earlier Bibles Appointed to be read in Churches.” There are extant 
proclamations and canons about Matthew’s, Cranmer’s, and the Bishops’ 
Bibles in 1537, 1541, and 1571, respectively; 1 but history has n o record 
ofjm off icial authorization of the KJV . The claim of its titlepage Hkely 
meant that it was intended to supersede the Bishops’ Bible, which had 

’A. h. Pollard, ed., Records of the English Bible (London: Henry Frowde, 1911), pp.214ff.. 

257 65, 38. 
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held an authorized status by order of the Constitutions and Canons 
Ecclesiastical of 1571. 2 The phrase simply meant that it was appointed 
(or permitted) to be read in British churches. It did not imply compulsion; 
for despite the aim of having one version, which King James stated at the 
Hampton Court conference, 3 other versions continued to be used. 4 In no 
sense does “authorized” denote divine authorization. Without dispute, the 
KJV was superior to both the Bishops’ and the Geneva Bibles which it 
was designed to displace. It obtained its standing in English life because 
it was better. 

Current KJV printings unfortunately do not print the preface which the 
translators prepared and in which they explain in part what their aims 
were. Recognizing that they were hy no means the first translators, they 
commended the earlier work of the Septuagint translators, of Jerome, of 
those who translated into the European languages, and of their own Eng¬ 
lish predecessors. “We are so farre off from condemning any of their labours 
that traueiled before us in this ..they said. But they also recognized 
that “nothing is begun and perfited at the same time.” They saw their 
effort not that of trying to make a new translation, but out of the several 
good ones then existing to make one principal one to which exception 
could not be taken. They were an academic group composed of university 
professors, churchmen, and scholars of the Church of England, who made 
no claim to verbal inspiration for their finished work. They had not hesi¬ 
tated to consult whatever sources were available and had not hesitated to 
revise what they had previously done. While seeking “to deliver Gods 
booke vnto Gods people in a tongue which they vnderstand,” they granted 
that perplexities remained about the meanings of some words. They aimed 
to translate so that Scripture could speak like itself and so that it could 
be understood by “the very vulgar” (the unlearned). Asking, “But how shall 
men meditate in that which they cannot vnderstand?” they said, “Indeede 
without translation into the vulgar tongue, the vnleamed are but like chil¬ 
dren at Iacobs well (which was deepe) without a bucket or some thing to 
draw with.” 


2 E. Cardwell, ed., Synodaha , 2 vols. (Oxford: University Press, 1842), 1:123. 

3 The King's words were: *\ *, and so this whole Church to be bound unto it T and none other." 
See William Barlow, The Hampton Court Conference (London: John Windet for Matthew Law, 

1604), p. 46, 

4 D. Beaton, "Notes on the History of the Authorized Version of the Bible in Scotland," The 
Princeton Theological Review 9 (1911): 414 37. 
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The translators were aware that their translation would encounter strong 
- opposition from Catholics and from non-conformists—that they them¬ 
selves would be “tossed upon tongues.” To the anticipated critics they 
said, “the very meanest translation of the Bible in English, set foorth by 
men of our profession ... containeth the word of Cod, nay, is the word of 

Cod.” 


They stated that the fear of weakening the authority of Scripture did 
not deter them from setting variant meanings in the margin. They said, 
“Doth not a margine do well to admonish the Reader to seeke further, and 
not to conclude or dogmatize vpon this or that peremptorily?” Unfortu¬ 
nately, these variant readings are often omitted in current printings of the 
KJV. The translators felt that "varietie of Translation is profitable for the 


finding out of the sense of the Scriptures.” They recognized the necessity 
of some paraphrase. Uniformity in translation of phrases appeared to them 
“to sauour more of curiositie than of wisedome"; therefore, they used a 
variety in renderings which in current opinion creates confusion for the 
reader. They claimed to steer a middle course between the practices of 
the Puritans who abandoned the old ecclesiastical words and those of the 


Catholics who held to I^atin phraseology. 


Which King James Version? 

Few people seem conscious of the fact that a currently circulating King 
James Bible differs in significant details (though not in general content) 
from the one issued in 1611; they assume that the King James is a fixed 
phenomenon like “the faith which was once for all delivered unto the 
saints" (Jude 3; ASV). However, a current KJV differs from the 1611 edi¬ 
tion in numerous details. According to modem standards, books produced 
in the seventeenth century were carelessly printed. The 1611 editions of 
th e .KJV had “Then cometh Judas " in Matthew 26:36 , whjch should have 
been “ Then cometh Jesus ." The se cond edition by dittography repeated 
t wenty words of Exodus 14:10 . 6 The two editions of the KJV issued in 
1611 differ from each other in several other respects. 7 Printers’ errors in 


& E. J. Goodspeed, ed„ The Translators to the Reader: Preface to the King James Version 

1611 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1935). 

e Walter E. Smith, H, The Great 'She h Bible," The Library t Ser. 1, 2 (1890): 1-11, 96*102, 141-53. 

7 T.R Darlow and H.F. Moule, Historical Catalogue of Printed Editions of the English Bible , 
1525-1961 1 ed. A.S. Herbert (London: The British and Foreign Bible Society, 1968), Number 309. 
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various later printings created oddities like the “Wicked Bible” (which 
omitted “not” from the seventh of the ten comandments), 8 the “Unright¬ 
eous Bible” (in which the unrighteous inherit the Kingdom), 9 the “Vinegar 
Bible” (with its “Parable of the Vinegar"), 10 the “Ears to Ear Bible, 

many others. Though quite humorous, these examples show that the print¬ 
ing of the Bible is a process subject to human error. The running together 
of "headstone" (Zech. 4:7) is a printer’s error of 1611 which remains un- 
corrected. Another printing error continued in modem printings and de¬ 
fying explanation is “strain at a gnat” (Matt. 23:24) where the 1611 version 
correctly had “strain out a gnat.” 


and 


u 


provements were made as early as 1612: 
changes were made. 13 In 1616 an edition improved the reading "approved 
to death" (I Cor. 4:9) to “appointed to death.” 14 Omission of the Apocry¬ 
pha, which had been printed between the Testaments in all English 
Bibles since Coverdale's, is one of the marked ways in which a current 
King James Bible differs from that of 1611. A 1629 edition was the first 

m p V V J h • • ^b • m a ^b • m • • ^b ^b h • ^b ^b a • 

, 15 but the omission did not become general until 
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in a 1613 edition another 413 


12 


the nineteenth century. 

I 

Additional revisions of the KJV were made in a Cambridge edition 
which appeared in 1629. 16 In 1638 an edition of the King James Bible 

prepared hy Goad, Ward, Boyse, and Mead (two of whom had served on 

committees preparing the 1611 KJV) contained other revisions. The most 

controversial of these revisions was the reading “ye may appoint" for “we 
may appoint” in Acts 6:3, which some have thought to be a deliberate 

change under nonconformist influence. 17 William Kilbume, in 1659, 18 


^Historical Catalogue , Number 444. 

3 Ibid. r Number 635. 

10 !bid, Numbers 942, 943. 
ll lbid,, Number 1498. 

L2 Ibid., Numbers 313, 314 p 315, 316, 318. 

13 Ibid. P Numbers 319-26. 

l4 IbkU Number 349; R H. A. Scrivener, The Authorized Edition of the English Bible i1611} 
(Cambridge: University Press, 1910), p. 17. 

15 Scrivener, The Authorized Edition, p, 19, n.l. 

16 Historical Catalogue , Number 424. 

17 Ibid., Number 520. 

ie Wi]]iam Kilbume, Dangerous Errors in Several Late Printed Bibles to the Great Scandal 
and Corruption of Sound and TYue Religion (Finsbury: n.p,, 1659). 
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claimed to find 20,000 errors that had crept into six different editions 
printed in the 1650s. New marginal references were introduced into print¬ 
ings in 1660, and still other changes came as Dr. Anthony Scattergood in 
1683 added 7,250 references in an edition no longer extant. 19 In 1727 the 
King’s printer at Edinburgh issued an edition in which several thousand 
errors in the marginal materials on the Old Testament were amended and 

corrected. 20 

In a quite revolutionary step, Bishop Lloyd, in an edition of 1701, 
inserted a biblical chronology — taken from Bishop Ussher—at the head 

of the reference column at the beginning of numerous Old Testament 
books. 21 Up to this point, in keeping with rule two of the King’s instruc¬ 
tions to the translators, the KJV had ordinarily been printed with references 
and marginal readings but without notes. Though Ussher’s dates are no 
longer thought to be correct, they are still being printed. F. S. Paris and 
H. Therold in 1762 extended the use of italics, modernized the language, 
and added 360 marginal references. 22 Benjamin Blayney in 1769 did ex- 

m • a 

tensive revision, added 76 notes —including many on weights, measures, 
and coins 23 —and added 30,495 new marginal references. 24 At this time 
the spelling and punctuation were modernized. 25 “Hierusalem," “Marie,” 

"assone,” “foorth,” “shalbe,” “fet," “creeple," "fift," “sixt," “ioy,” “middes,” 
"charet,” and the like were no longer used. 26 Blayney’s edition became the 

standard edition until the publication of the Cambridge Paragraph Bible, 
edited by Scrivener in 1873. 27 The American Bible Society in the nine¬ 
teenth century, after examining six editions of the KJV then circulating 
and finding 24,000 variants in the text and punctuation, claimed that “of 
the great number, there is not one which mars the integrity of the text or 
affects any doctrine or precept of the Bible"; but the Society did a revision 


17:896. 

2<i Historicat Catalogue, Number 987. 

21 Ibid., Numbers 867, 868, 

22 lbid., Number 1142. 

23 lbid., Number 1194; Scrivener, The Authorized Edition, pp t 28-34; and The Gentleman's 
Magazine 3y (1769): 517. 

24 A.C. Partridge, English Biblical Translation (London: Andre Deutsch, Ltd., 1973), p. 163, 
25 John Eadie, The English Bible (London: Macmillan, 1876), 2:303-7. 

2e Goodspeed, ed. t The Translators to the Reader, p. 2. 

27 F. H. A, Scrivener, ed., The Cambridge Paragraph Bible (Cambridge: University Press 
1870-18731 3 vols. 
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in 1860 which was later abandoned because of protests from its support¬ 
ers. 28 A study of all these matters was made by F. H. A. Scrivener in 77ie 
Authorized Edition of the English Bible {1611)? 2 Additional revision 
in punctuation, spelling, and running heads was done by the Bible Society 
in 1932. In 1962 it was decided to omit the short explanatory statements 
following certain epistles in the New Testament, to change some spelling, 
to omit hyphens in some words, and to omit some capitals. 30 Even after 
all these revision efforts, careful comparison of various current printings 
of the KJV will show that there are still minor variations in spelling. For 
example, the Oxford, Cambridge, and some Nelson printings have “an 
hungred” (Matt. 4:2); other Nelson and Zondervan printings have “an hun¬ 
gered”; and the American Bible Society printing has “ahungered.” The 
marginal readings and chapter headings of the 1611 edition are often not 
printed in current printings. 

The King James Bible, then, as a currently circulating book, becomes 
a phantom, a figment of an imagination clinging to the past. Which of all 
these revisions is to be considered the real King James? If we are to use 
only the KJV and read the other versions for comparison, which King 
James shall we use? If revision has been tolerated and even encouraged in 
the past, why should it be terminated now? 


Is the King James Sacrosanct? 

Admirable as the KJV was when it was launched, valuable as has been 
its contribution to the religious and literary life of the English-speaking 
public, and loved as it is by those who have studied it in detail from their 
childhood, time has done to the KJV what it does to all works of men. 
The message of the Bible should not be the peculiar possession either of 
scholars or of those initiated into and trained in the church; it should be 
open (as the King James scholars themselves said) “to the very vulgar,” 
that is, to the uneducated and to children. However, the KJV is no longer 
completely intelligible to all readers. It is no longer the most accurate and 
the most readable English rendering of the Word of God. Who wishes to 
affirm that the KJV in all its aspects accurately represents what the in- 


2a Scrivener, The Authorized Edition, pp. 36-38; W. Canton, The Bible and the Anglo-Saxon 
People (London: J. M. Dent &. Sons, Ltd., 1914), pp. 259-60. 

2e Scrivener, The Authorized Edition. 

30 Historical Catalogue , p. 399, 
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spired writers originally gave us? It is a sad commentary on the attitudes 
' of those who claim to love the Bible that they, with oratory about its 

literary merits, are zealous to bind men to that which has demonstrated 
inaccuracies and is not completely intelligible in all its parts. 


The Need for Revision 


Though they recognized the merits of the KJV and praised them, Trench, 

Ellicott, Lightfoot, Plumptre, Schaff, Eadie, and others in the nineteenth 

century set forth the need for a revision of the English Bible as a prepa¬ 
ration for and a justification for issuing the Revised Version. 31 It is dis- 
honest to use their phrases of praise for the KJV to imply that there is no 
need for revision today. It is also less than honest to quote without qual¬ 
ification the praises of other men who lived before there was any viable 
option to the KJV. 

That the English Revised Version (American Standard Version) did not 
displace the King James in popular use does not diminish the cogency of 
the revisers* arguments. Although their books are no longer in print or 
readily available, the revisers’ arguments remain valid and unrefuted. Fur¬ 
thermore, the discovery of additional manuscripts, the rise of the study of 
biblical archaeology, the developments in comparative Semitics, the changes 

in the English language, and the other changes brought by the passage of 
another hundred years have, beyond dispute, made the need only more 
urgent. 

The Ikxt 

The place to begin in considering the Bible’s accuracy is its original 

text—the Hebrew and the Greek. When men first printed the Hebrew and 

Greek Testaments, rather than doing extensive textual criticism they printed 

from available (and almost contemporary) manuscripts. It is unfortunate 

in Bible transmission that the KJV was based on a late text rather than 
upon an early one. 

To state that the text now available is superior to that of 1611 is to 

repeat a truism. Of the five primary uncial manuscripts now received as 

authority for the purity of the text of the New Testament, only Codex 

3 *A list of works proposing revision prior to 1907 was published by J. I. Mombert, 77ie English 
Versions of the Bible (London: Samuel Bagster and Sons, Ltd., 1907), p. 445. 


41 



THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NIV 


Bezae was then available, and there is no evidence that it was used. Papyrus 
discoveries came three hundred years later. The King James scholars could 

M • J _ ■■ • b T _ 

have known fewer than twenty-five late manuscripts of the New Testament, 
and these were carelessly used. Today there are 5,358 known New Testa¬ 
ment manuscripts and fragments. 32 The King James scholars had the text 
of Erasmus as it had been further revised in its third edition by Stephanus 

in 1551 (the first to have the text in separate verses) and the text issued 
by Beza in 1589 and in 1598. The 1611 situation for the Old Testament 
was even poorer. The Complulensian Polyglot (1517) and the Antwerp 
Polyglot (1572) would have been the sources from which they would have 

known the Old Testament. Where these two differ, the KJV agrees with 
one or the other except in about a half-dozen places where it agrees with 
neither. Modem discovery has supplied earlier Masoretic manuscripts dat¬ 
ing to the tenth century in the Leningrad manuscript, the Aleppo Codex, 

and the British Museum manuscript (Or 4445). For portions of the Old 

Testament, discovery has supplied pre-Masoretic manuscripts dating to the 
second century B.C. in the Qumran scrolls. About 800 Hebrew manuscripts 

• • m ^b ^b • H m a 

have now been studied. 33 The KJV scholars had only a single text for the 
Septuagint. Now there are many manuscripts, plus fragments of Aquila, 
Theodotion, and Symmachus. They had only the ordinary edition of the 
Latin, disfigured by corruptions. Now Codex Amiatinus (A.D. 541) presents 
Jerome’s final work and mature judgment. 

The text followed by the KJV in II Kings 7:13 had an erroneous repe¬ 
tition of several words. The one followed in the New Testament included 
phrases that the best Greek manuscripts will not support. Critical texts 

drop the following sixteen whole verses to the footnotes: Matthew 17:21; 

18:11; 23:14; Mark 7:16; 9:44, 46; 11:26; 15:28; Luke 17:36; 23:17; John 
5j4; _Acts 8:37; 15:34; 24:7; 28:29; and Romans 16:24. Additions of less 
than a whole verse include the words “ open ly" in "Your Father will reward 
you openly” (Matt. 6:4, 6, 18) and “without a cause” in "angry without a 
cause" (Matt. 5:22). The phrase "Him that iiveth for ever and ever” (Rev. 


34 


in I!)B f Supplementary volume, p. 884; Kurt Aland, "The Greek 


32 C.M. Martini, “Text, N.T, 

New Testament: Its Present and Future Editions,” Journal of fiiblicul Literature 87 (June 1968): 


184. 


33 H. M. Orlinsky, "The Hebrew Text and the Ancient Versions of the Old Testament 
introduction to the Revised Standard Version of the Old Testament t by Members of the Revision 
Committee (New York: Thomas Nelson and Sons, 1953), p. 26, 

■ i ^ m 1 

a4 T. W. Chambers, A Companion to the Revised Old Testament (New York: Funk and Wag- 
nails, 1885), p. 25. 
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5:14) has no known Greek manuscript support. Neither the phrase "of our 
Lord Jesus Christ” (Eph. 3:14) nor the phrase “who walk not after the 
flesh, but after the spirit” (Rom. 8:1) is in the better Greek text. In Luke 

17:9 an answer, “I trow not, 

■ 

the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, for ever 
“and he trembling and astonished said, Lord, what wilt thou have me to 
do? And the Lord said unto him ...” (Acts 9:6) occur in no known Greek 
manuscript. It came into the Textus Receptus when Erasmus translated 
it from the Vulgate in 1516. The added “iT_of II Corinthians 5:14 makes 
doubt of that which has no doubt for Paul. In Hebrews 11:13 “and were 
persuaded of them” is an addition. The word "not” (Rom. 4:19; Col. 2:18), 
missing in the better texts, makes in the KJV a negative of a positive 
statement. “We love him, because he first loved us” (I John 4:19) adds 
“him,” and the addition changes the meaning of the statement. The so- 
called Comma Johanneum (I John 5:7), included in the third edition of 
the text by Erasmus on a wager, is now dropped from almost all texts 
without the courtesy of a footnote. No known Greek manuscript reads 
“book of life” in Revelation 22:19; the manuscripts have “tree of life.” 
Colossians 1:14 carried the phrase “through his blood” which is not sup¬ 
ported hy the manuscripts. The 1611 text had a liturgical "amen” at the 
end of Matthew and had a postscript at the end of I Corinthians. Still other 
cases of scribal additions are found in Acts 9:5; Romans 7:6; 8:1; II Corinthians 
1:6; Revelation 1:8, 11; 2:3, 20; 5:10; 15:3; 16:5; 17:16; 18:2; etc. 

The opposite side of the problem is that the text followed by the KJV 
revisers had lost certain phrases which the discovery of earlier manuscripts 
has enabled scholars to restore to their rightful place. Matthew 24:36 had 
dropped “nor the son.” Acts 4:25 had lost the words “by the Holy Spirit." 
Acts 16:7 had lost “the spirit of Jesus” and merely had “the Spirit." Romans 
8:28 had lost “God" as the subject; hence the KJV has “And know that all 
things work together for good to them that love God.” In I Peter 2:2 in 
the phrase “grow up into salvation," “unto salvation" was dropped. The 
phrase “and judge” in I John 2:23 was lost. Still other examples of dropped 
phrases are found in Genesis 4:8; 44:4-5; Judges 16:13; I Samuel 10:1; 
14:41; John 19:3; I Thessalonians 4:1; I Peter 5:2; I John 3:1. 35 

There are cases of divergent readings where the KJV follows the poorer 
text. The phrase “which is broken for you” (I Cor. 11:24; dropped in ASV; 


is supplied. In Matthew 6:13 For thine is 

is added. The words 


as Mombert. The English Versions of the Bible, p. 389. 
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RSV; etc.) creates tension with John 19:36 which affirms that the Lord’s 
bones were not broken. Matthew 16:13 (cf. Mark 8:27 and Luke 9:18) has 
“I the Son of man am,” making Jesus anticipate the answer to his question. 
The pronoun, not in the better manuscripts, is omitted in the ASV and 
later versions. 36 The KJV, except for the marginal citation of thirteen 
variants in the New Testament, did not indicate to the reader that textual 

problems existed; hence it does not indicate that there are textual disputes 
over such passages as Mark 16:9-20 and John 7:53—8:11. 


Loyalty to the Text 

A second area of concern in measuring the accuracy of a translation is 
that of its loyalty to the text from which it is translated. Though the KJV 
is rated good in overall accuracy, there are some matters to be considered. 
Though it is widely assumed by those who object to examples of para¬ 
phrase in twentieth-century translations that the KJV is literal and is free 
of paraphrase, the assumption is false. The structure and grammar of the 
Hebrew and Greek languages differ so markedly from that of English that 
an absolutely literal translation would not be intelligible to the English 
reader. In some cases the KJV does paraphrase, as all other translations 
do. An example of paraphrase can be seen where David's sons are said to 

be “rulers” (II Sam. 8:18), though the relevant term Kohen is otherwise 
rendered “priest" as is recognized in the ASV margin to this verse. Other 
cases of paraphrase include “God save the King” (I.Sam. 10:24; II Sam. 
16:16; I Kings 1:25; U Kings 11:12), a phrase very natural to the British; 
however, the text says, “Let the King live” (cf. I Kings 1:31). The phrases 
“God forbid" (I Sam. 14:45; etc.) and “would God” (Num. 11:29) add the 
word “God" to the text. “Give up the ghost” (Gen. 25:8; Jer. 15:9; etc.) 
paraphrases a verb which simply means “to expire.” “Tithes after three 

• l 

years" (Amos 4:4) paraphrases a text that has “three days." “Eveiy cow at 
that which is before her” (Amos 4:3) paraphrases an obscure sentence, but 
in doing so fails to give a clear meaning. In Psalm 8:5 'elohim is para¬ 
phrased "angels" in the interest of monotheism, but in Psalm 138 (137):1 
'elohim is correctly rendered “gods.” “They covenanted with him (Judas) 

for thirty pieces of silver” (Matt. 26:15) would more literally be “they paid 
him." They “cast the same in his teeth” (Matt. 27:44) is a paraphrase 


3e B, M. Metzger, A Tkxtual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London, New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1971), p + 42 + 
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meaning they “reviled him." The phrase “exceeding fair (Acts 7:20) in 
1611 carried a literal marginal reading “fair to God." The repetitions of 

“Rabbi" (Matt. 23:7), "Master” (Mark 14:45), and “Lord” (Luke 13:25), 

though in the Text us Receptus , appear to be either paraphrases or ditto- 
graph ies (that is, erroneous repetitions). It would be possible to accumulate 

many more examples of paraphrase. 

No translator would argue for a completely literal translation, but the 

degree of paraphrase permitted is always under dispute. Smith, in his 
concordance to the Greek New Testament, lists about 100 different Greek 
words and particles that are not rendered by any English word in the KJV 
some of their occurrences. Some are untranslated more than once; hence 1 , 
the total number of instances is about 1,000. 38 No translation can corre¬ 
spond word-for-word to the language from which it has been translated; 
one need not suppose that the KJV is in error in each case where a Greek 
word has no corresponding word in the English translation. However, the 
paraphrase within the KJV should be remembered when one evaluates 

paraphrase in other versions. 

In the matter of accuracy, we should also remember that there is a 
lengthy list of cases where it is agreed that the King’s revisers missed the 
meaning of the text. They rendered Genesis 12:19 as “I might have taken . 
her to me to wife” when the text really says “Lt.ook her.” They used a 
mixed figure when having men take “a graving tool and make a molten 
image” (Exod. 32:4; KJV; ASV; RSV). They used “scapegoat" (Lev. 16:8, 

10) where the Masoretic text has “for 'aza 'zel and “described” where the 
text has “wrote" (Judg. 8:14). The comparison between the former and 
latter temples (Hag. 2:9) would be better as a comparison between two 
stages of the latter temple—the former and latter stages. The elders are 
said to prophesy in the wilderness “and did not cease" (Num. 11:25; ASV: 
“did so no more"). The geographical orientation of the story of the spies 
is obscure. The spies are told to go “southward” from Kadesh to Palestine 
(Num. 13:17); however, the orientation is made clearer in verse 22 in the 
phrase “by the south." This obscurity is partly clarified by the ASV: “Get 
you up this way by the south,” but is made even more clear by the RSV 
in the light of current terminology: “Go up into the Negeb." “The Son of 

3r The 1611 edition gave 112 literal renderings in the margin; see Scrivener, The Authorized 
Edition , p. 56. 

Smith, Greek'English Concordance to the New 'testament (Scottsdale, Pennsylvania: 
Herald Press, 1955). 
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God” (Dan. 3:25) can only be taken by the reader as implying that Jesus 
was in the furnace, but Nebuchadnezzar says he saw an “angel” (Dan. 3:28); 
hence “a son of god” or “of the gods”—that is, an angelic being—must 
be understood. “My sore ran in the night" (Ps. 77:2) should be “my hand 
was stretched out." T. W. Chambers published an extended list of other 
inaccurate renderings in the Old Testament. 39 

Longer lists of incorrect renderings are 
Herod “observed him” (Mark 6:20) should be “preserved him. 

■ I , H 1 • • • ■ , • 1 / L 

away” (Mark 9:18) should be “becomes rigid.” Luke 18:12 has “I give tithes 
of all that I possess,” but the tithing law applies to increase only, and not 
to capital holdings; hence the passage should read “all I acquire." Instead 
of “bare what was put therein” (John 12:6), Judas “took away" what was 
put in it. To say “supper being ended" (John 13:2) conflicts with verses 12 
and 26. The “Brook Cedron (Kidron)” should be the “Valley of the Kidron” 
(John 18:1). “Touch me not” (John 20:17) raises the perplexity of why Mary 

is prohibited from doing what the women elsewhere are permitted (Matt. 
28:9), but the Greek present tense here used should be “Do not keep on 
holding me." Acts 2:6 reads, “Now when this was noised abroad,” but the 

d "■""ii 1 

Greek noun involved never signifies a report or rumor; it refers to sound 
made—“And at this sound.” “Slew and hanged on a tree” (Acts 5:30; 
10:39) should be “slew by hanging on a tree” lest one think one act is 
successive to the other. “Have ye received the Holy Ghost since ye be¬ 
lieved?” (Acts 19:2) ought to be “Did you receive the Holy Ghost when 
you believed?" “Baptized in” should be “baptized into” (Matt. 28:19; Acts 
8:16; 19:5). In Acts 28:1 a “we” passage—one of the characteristics of the 
book—is rendered as “they.” The rendering “for the remission” (Rom. 
3:25) confuses the words paresis (“passing over”) and aphesis (“remis¬ 
sion"). “God be thanked, that ye were the servants of sin, but ye have 

obeyed” (Rom. 6:17) leaves the impression that Paul is thanking God that 

people were servants of sin. “For he hath made him to be sin for us, who 
knew no sin” (II Cor. 5:21) gives an idea of sinlessness on our part. “I knew 

(II Cor. 12:2) should be “I know a man.” “Corrupt the word of God” 
(II Cor. 2:17) should be “trade” or “peddle" the Word of God. The use of 

either “schoolmaster” (Gal. 3:24) or “instructor" (I Cor. 4:15) as renderings 

■ 

for paidagogus is refuted by a papyrus letter which shows that paida- 

gogus was a male slave who had charge of the boy to take him to school. 


available for the New Testament. 

Pineth 


a man 


3 ^Ch ambers, A Companion to the Revised Old Testament t p, 982. 
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of Galatians 3:24 turn the reader from the 


The added words “to bring us 

likely interpretation “until Christ came" suggested by the context. 
“How large a letter" (Gal. 6:11) should be “how large letters”; that is, the 

size of the script, not the length of the letter, is spoken of. “The sabbath 

sabbath." “Abstain from all appearance of 

For in many things 


more 


days” (Col. 2:16) should be a 
evil" (IThess. 5:22) should be “every form of evil. 

offend all” (James 3:2) should be “in many things we all offend. 

odia” is taken as a masculine name, 


Eu- 


we 


Euodias,” despite the feminine plural 
which in Greek follows the two names included in the context 


pronoun 

(Phil. 4:2). “Embraced” the promise (Heb. 11:13) is specifically what the 
patriarchs did not do, “Kings and priests" (Rev. 1:6) should be “a kingdom, 
priests," and “kingdoms” (Rev. 11:15) should be a singular—“kingdom." 

Besides the above mentioned passages—the list of which could be 
greatly extended — there are also problems in the KJV with the policy 
concerning specific words. The word doulos, always softened to servant, 
should be rendered “slave," for there is great difference in the social po¬ 
sition of a servant and a slave; furthermore, there are other Greek words 
which mean “servant.” There is no logical justification for the translators 
choosing a limited number of verses (such as those of I Cor. 13) and ren¬ 
dering agape in these as "charity" (borrowed from the Latin Bible) when 
in all except 26 (all found after I Cor. 8:1) of its 312 occurrences agape 
is rendered “love.” 


The accuracy of the KJV as a translation for current use has been 
affected by archaeological study which has clarified the meaning of some 
words that were unclear in 1611. The cities of Palestine stood on “their 
tells," not “in their strength” (KJV: Josh. 11:13). “Que" (1 Kings 10:28) is 
a place in Cilicia where Solomon got his horses rather than being “linen 
yam” (KJV). The symbol of tbe Canaanite goddess was an “asherah" and 
not a “grove” as it is uniformly rendered (I Kings 16:33: II Kings 13:6; 
etc.). “Pul" and “Tiglath-pilneser” (IChron. 5:26) are names for the same 
Assyrian king; and the conjunction in the verse should be taken as ex¬ 
planatory, not as coordinate. Pharaoh Necho went “to aid” the king of 
Assyria, not “against" him (II Kings 23:29). It seemed normal in seventeenth- 
century England to translate “light a candle” (Matt. 5:15; Luke 15:8) and 
to set the candle on a "candlestick," but the oil lamp —not the candle— 
was the light source in ancient Palestine. Men “reclined” at the table 
rather than "sitting” at it, they used “wineskins” rather than “bottles," 
wore “sandals" rather than "shoes,” and had ointment in “flasks” instead 
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of in “boxes. 

whole earth.’ 


All the world (Luke 2:1) was the Roman world, not “the 


Commun ication 

A third area of concern in the accuracy of translation is that of com- 
munication. The unskilled reader must be able to understand clearly what 
he is reading. In this area the KJV has definite shortcomings. Confusion 
is created by variety in the spellings of names of persons and places. 
Sometimes a Hebrew form is used, sometimes a Greek form, and some¬ 
times a Latin form. Hence we have Sheth and Seth; Pua and Puah; Cis 
and Kish; Agar and Hagar; Jeremiah, Jeremias, and Jeremie; Enos and 
Enosh; Henoch and Enoch; Jered and Jared; Noe and Noah; Jonah, Jona, 

and Jonas; Jephthae and Jephthah; Balak and Balac; Sara and Sarah; Gidion 
and Gideon; Elijah and Elias; Kora and Core; Elisha and Eliseus; Hosea 
and Osee; Isaiah, Esaias, and Esay; Hezekiah and Ezekiah; Zechariah and 
Zecharias; Judas, Judah, Juda, and Jude; Zera, Zara, and Zarah; Marcus 
and Mark; Lucas and Luke; Timothy and Timotheus; and Jesus and 
Joshua—both for the Old Testament character (Acts 7:45 and Heb. 4:8). 
Variety in geographical names occurs in Tyrus and TVre, Azza and Gaza, 

Sina and Sinai, Canaan and Chanaan, Midian and Madian, Sodom and 

Sodoma, Phoenicia and Phenice, Areopagus and Mars’ Hill, Saron and 
Sharon, Raamses and Rameses, Jewry (Luke 23:5; John 7:1) and Judea, 
Kidron and Cedron. This lack of uniformity in names of persons and places 
only creates perplexities. Current versions of the Bible simplify the matter 
by adopting one form of a name throughout. 

The coinage of the KJV is British where it is not merely transliterated 
from Hebrew. Pounds, pence, penny (the British coin), mites, shekels, shill¬ 
ings, and talents are as foreign to the American reader as though they 
were not translated or transliterated. On the other hand, certain coins may 
be referred to in vague terms when they are definite in Greek. Examples 
are “a piece of silver’’ (Luke 15:8) and “a piece of money” (Matt. 17:27). 
The true significance of weights and measures presents still another prob¬ 
lem. Some are transliterated; but other measures, like “deal” (Num. 29:3; 
etc.), are even less known in America. 

Uniformity of rendering has a significant bearing on communication. 
The KJV translators insisted that to render the same Hebrew or Greek 
word always by the same English equivalent would “sauour more of cu- 
riositie then wisedome." While none would contend that the policy is 
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entirely wrong, it is universally agreed that by their variety the translators 
confuse the reader. The word "sign" is a stylistic feature of the Gospel of 
John necessary to understand the argument of the Gospel (2:11, 23; 6:26, 
30; 20:30-31), but in the KJV “miracles" is used more often than “signs. 
Consideration of the varied use of “comfort” and "consolation"; “creation” 

apostleship” and “mission”; “teaching” and "doctrine"; 
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and “creature ; 

“soul” and “life”; “blessed" and “happy”; “serve” and “worship”; "castaway” 
and "reprobate”; “righteous” and “just”; “reckon,” “impute,” and “account"; 
“covenant" and “testament"; “coming,” “appearing,” and “manifestation"; 
"dispensation” and “stewardship”; “sanctification" and “holiness” will make 

one conscious of the variety used. 

Other evidence of variety in rendering is seen in the fact that dabhar 
(a "word” or “thing”) is rendered by eighty-four separate English words: 

panim (“face”) by thirty-four, sim (“to set" or “place”) by fifty-nine, shubh 
in the hiphil (“to turn back”) by sixty, nasah (“to lift up") by forty-six, 
'abhar (“to pass over”) by forty-eight, rabh (“much” or “many”) by forty- 
four, and tobh (“good”) by forty-one. Similar variety is seen in the New 


41 


Testament, where katargein ( to make void ) appears twenty-seven times 
and is rendered seventeen different ways; or where logizesthai, dealing 
with God’s treatment of Abraham’s faith, is "counted" (Rom. 4:3), 
koned” (Rom. 4:9), or “imputed" (Rom. 4:22, 23) “for righteousness’ 
in the same context. 


rec- 


a 


The variety in rendering is more crucial in some instances than in 
others. In some cases distinctions are created where there is no difference. 
Genesis 2:7 has “living soul” for a term that is “living creature” in all other 
instances (Gen. 1:24; etc.), inviting the reader to conclude that something 
unique to man is being said. “Ye thought evil... God meant it unto good” 
renders one Hebrew word in two ways (Gen. 50:20). Matthew 25:46 (cf. 
Matt. 19:16; Mark 10:17) has “everlasting punishment" and “life eternal" 
for the rendering of the same adjective; Matthew 21:23 and 28:18 have 
“authority” and “power” for the same word. Numbers 35:11 has “slayer," 
verse 12 has “manslayer,” and verse 16 has “murderer"—all for one word. 
In Romans 5:2, 3, 11 we read “rejoice,” “glory," and “joy" for one word. 
James 2:2, 3 has “apparel,” “raiment," and “clothing"; Matthew 20:20 has 


F, Westcott, Lessons of the Revised Version of the New Testament (London; 

Hodder and Stoughton, 1897), p. 37. 

4l R. B. Girdlestone, Suggestions for Than stators t Editors f and Revisers of the Bibte (London: 
Richards, 1877), p. 27, 
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“children and “sons ; Matthew 18:33 has compassion and “pity ; and 
I Corinthians 12:4, 5 have “diversities" and “differences.” In I Corinthians 
13:8, 10 we have “fail,” “vanish away,” and “done away” for one word. In 
I Corinthians 16:1, 2 logia is rendered both as “collection” and as “gath¬ 
erings” in one context. Other cases where the point of the passage is 

obscured by variety in translation are found in Acts 24:5, 14; Romans 
10:15, 16; Hebrews 12:27, 28. 42 There are cases where verses of identical 
wording (Isa. 35:10 and 51:11) are cast in different moods—one musical 
and the other not. Other instances of differences are found with I Kings 
22:28 and II Chronicles 18:27, and with I Peter 1:7 (“the appearing of 
Christ") and 1:13 (“the revelation of Christ”). There are instances where 
Old Testament verses are quoted in the New Testament in different word¬ 
ing though the verses are identical in Greek (e.g., Rom. 12:19 and Heb. 
10:30; or Rom. 4:3; 4:22; and Gal. 3:6; or James 5:20 and I Peter 4:8). 

The opposite situation also creates problems when distinctions that 

should be maintained are wiped out by the use of one English word to 
translate several Greek words. Douloi and diakonoi are both rendered 
“servants" in the parable of the wedding feast (Matt. 22:Iff.), obliterating 
the fact that they are two classes of beings, one men and the other angels. 
No distinction is made in the two sorts of baskets, kophinos and spuris, 
in the miracles of the four thousand and the five thousand (Matt. 16:9, 10; 
Mark 8:19, 20). “He came to his own and his own received him not” (John 
1:11) should be something like “his own home ... his own people.” “Before 
Abraham was, I am" (John 8:58) is more properly rendered “Before Abra¬ 
ham was bom, I am." Pais theou (“servant” or “son of God"; KJV: Matt. 
12:18; Acts 3:13, 26; 4:27, 30) should consistently be “servant of God” in 
each case, perhaps reflecting Isa. 53:11; etc., and to be distinguished from 
huios theou (“Son of" or “Child of God"). T\vo different words are trans¬ 
lated “children" (I Cor. 14:20) but should be "children" and "babes.” A 
distinction between “repentance” and “regret” (II Cor. 7:10) is not made, 
though the Greek has two separate words. In II Corinthians 11:4 and Gala¬ 
tians 1:6 "another” which appears twice might be clarified by using "dif¬ 
ferent” and “another." T\vo words, morphe and schema, are rendered 

“form" (Phil. 2:6, 7) but should preferably be “form" and “fashion.” In the 
Book of Revelation both zoom and thSrion are rendered “beast,” whereas 

the first (Rev. 4:8; 5:6, 8; 6:1; etc.) designates the creatures of heaven, and 


«Ibid„ p. 26 . 
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the second, the beasts of earth (Rev. 6:8) and the monsters of the abyss 
(Rev. 11:7; 13:1; 17:8). 

In a translation the reader’s understanding is affected by several aspects 
of its typographical makeup. The use of italics (a practice begun in the 
Geneva Bible) in the KJV was intended to alert the reader to textual 
uncertainties and to those phrases not in the original languages which had 
been supplied by the translator to complete the sense. The use of italics 
has to some degree been fluid from printing to printing of the KJV, but 
there are those cases where the italics have become a hindrance to under¬ 
standing instead of a help. The fact that in current use italics signifies 
emphasis invites the reader to place an emphasis on that which is not in 
the original text at all. In I Kings 13:13 “saddled him" becomes an im¬ 
proper emphasis. In Psalm 19:3, "where their voice is not heard,” the 
addition changes the meaning of the statement. In John 3:34 “unto him ” 
improperly limits the sense. Perhaps the most striking case is "unknown 
tongue" of I Corinthians 14, which surely is partly responsible for the glos- 
solalia movement. “This man ” (Heb. 7:24) is in error, also. 

The use of italics also involves another problem: the KJV made unnec¬ 
essary additions without italicizing the added word. An example is “thine” 
in the phrase “thine alms" (Matt. 6:2). In the phrase, “But the rest of the 
dead lived not again (ezesan) until the thousand years were finished” (Rev. 
20:5), there is no reason to supply the word "again." 

The verse divisions, and especially the practice of printing each verse 
as a separate paragraph (borrowed in the KJV from the Geneva Bible), 
broke the Bible into small units that encouraged memorizing of Scripture; 
but this printing practice is actually a misfortune, leading people to sup¬ 
pose that the Bible is composed of disconnected maxims. The verse di¬ 
vision often interrupts the thought. For example, I Corinthians 13 is broken 
off from “a more excellent way” (I Cor. 12:31) by which it is introduced. 
The thought of harvest and workers begins at Matthew 9:36, and the 
selection of the twelve apostles of chapter ten is a continuation of that 
theme. It is not a separate section. The verse divisions contribute to proof- 
texting in Bible exegesis. A prominent case is seen in Colossians 2:21 

where "Touch not, taste not" can be taken as a rule of life, when Paul was 
actually insisting that one should not submit to such rules. While printing 

4J Other examples of this problem are collected by R. C. Trench, On the Authorized Icrs ion of 

the Sew Testament (London: John Parker and Son, 1859), pp. 102-12; and by J. B. Light foot, On 

a Fresh Reeision of the English New Testament. 2nd ed. (London: Macmillan, 1872), pp. 60-80. 
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each verse as a separate paragraph, the KJV also attempted to indicate 
beginnings of sense paragraphs; however, for an unexplained reason its 
paragraph indicators stop at Acts 21. Yet another printing handicap is the 
fact that the KJV is printed as prose throughout, making no clear distinc¬ 
tion between the prose and poetry in the Bible. The nature of Hebrew 
poetry had not been discovered in 1611. 

Another matter which creates confusion for the reader of the KJV as 
it is printed today is the chapter summary printed at the beginning of the 
chapters. While not a part of the original text from the manuscripts, most 
of these summaries go back to the 1611 edition; Scrivener found only 
twelve variations from the original ones in the printings of his day. While 
many of the summaries are factual and unobjectionable, others suggest an 
interpretation that is of doubtful veracity, if not positively misleading. 

In particular, a group of headings expounds the christological interpre¬ 
tation of the Old Testament. For example, every chapter of the Song of 
Solomon is interpreted as descriptive of the church. Seventeen of the 

Psalms in the Book of Psalms are so interpreted. The heading to Psalm 93 
reads, "The Majesty, Power, and Holiness of Christ’s Kingdom.” Thirty 
chapters of Isaiah have christological headings. The fortieth chapter, “Com¬ 
fort ye, comfort ye, my people,” is headed “The promulgation of the Gos¬ 
pel”; verse 3, “the voice of him that crieth,” is headed “The preaching of 
John the Baptist"; and verse 9, “O Zion, that bringest good tidings," is 
headed “The preaching of the Apostles.” Isaiah 60, “Arise, shine; for thy 
light is come,” is headed “The glory of the Church in the abundant success 
of the Gentiles”; Psalm 72, “Give the king thy judgments, O God,” is 
headed “David, praying for Solomon, sheweth the goodness and gloiy of 
his kingdom in type, and of Christ’s in truth.” Then there is that heading 
which anyone is challenged to defend—Isaiah 22, “He prophesieth Shebna’s 
deprivation, and Eliakim, prefiguring the Kingdom of Christ, his substi¬ 
tution.” Still other examples of the christo logical interpretation are to be 
seen in the headings used in Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and in many of the Minor 
Prophets. These headings are objectionable; the mind of the reader should 
not be prejudiced toward the christological interpretation they expound. 

Other headings might raise an eyebrow. Nimrod is called “the first 
monarch” (Gen. 10), Abraham entertains three “angels” when the text says 
three “men” (Gen. 18), and Daniel 11 is said to deal with the “tyranny of 

the Romans.” 
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The book headings, “The Gospel According to St. Matthew, St. Mark, 
etc., used in the Gospels have no basis in Greek. The Greek merely has 

“According to Matthew,” “According to Mark," etc. “The Revelation of 
St. John the Divine" adds both “Saint" and “Divine" to that title. The first 
edition KJV has “Saint" in only five New Testament titles, but its use 
reflects and perpetuates the Catholic doctrine of sainthood. The Epistle 
to the Hebrews is declared to be “The Epistle of Paul the Apostle" when 
the Greek has only “To the Hebrews." Furthermore, the title “General," 

used of the Epistles of James, Peter, John, and Jude, is of late date and 
certainly is not suitable for III John, which is a letter to an individual. The 
subscripts at the end of New Testament books which state the place of 
writing, the amanuensis, and the messenger are late and not entirely reliable. 

It has already been pointed out that the marginal references have been 
greatly modified since 1611, but one could hardly defend that now carried 

at Revelation 13:14. The passage speaks of deceitful “miracles,” but the 

reference is to II Kings 20:7 which records the fact that the prophet laid 

figs on the boil, and Hezekiah recovered. 

Finally, the practice of printing Ussher’s chronology at the top of the 

reference column, begun in 1701, cannot be blamed upon the translators. 

Yet it is one of the most obvious causes for the acute tension between 

many Bible students and the claims of geology, since the student assumes 

that these figures accurately represent the teaching of the Bible on the age 

of the earth. No informed student today would champion the accuracy of 

Ussher's chronology. The Bible does not claim to inform us how old the 
earth is. 


Understandest Thou What Thou Readest? 

While a major portion of the KJV is understandable to any person who 

reads English, because of the choice of words and/or the change of the 

English speech since 1611, some sentences in the King James will not be 

understood without the help of a commentary. Champions of the use of 

the KJV foiget that they have been conditioned to its oddities by a lifetime 

of study. The new reader and the uneducated reader have not had that 

conditioning. The following are examples of expressions which require 
explanation to be made clear: 

And Jacob sod pottage; and Esau came from the field, and he was faint 

(Gen. 25:291. 
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And Mt. Sinai was altogether on a smoke (Exod. 19:18). 

And all to brake his skull (Judg. 9:53). 

For who can eat, or who else can hasten hereunto, more than 1? (Eccles. 

2:25). 

Thou shalt destroy them that speak leasing (Ps. 5:6). 

Nevertheless even him [Solomon] did outlandish women cause to sin (Neh. 
13:26). 

Solomon loved many strange women (I Kings 11:1). 

Dead things are formed from under the waters, and the inhabitants thereof 
(Job 26:5). 

The noise thereof sheweth concerning it, the cattle also concerning the 
vapour (Job 36:33). 

Woe to them that ... stay on horses (Isa. 31:1; cf. 10:20; 30:12; 50:10). 
The ships of Thrshish did sing of thee in thy market (Ezek. 27:25). 

1 trow not (Luke 17:9). 

He purgeth it, that it may bring forth more fruit (John 15:2). 

We do you to wit of the grace of God (II Cor. 8:1). 

1 know nothing by myself; yet am I not hereby justified (I Cor. 4:4). 

Ye are not straitened in us, but ye are straitened in your own bowels 
(II Cor. 6:12>. 46 

Not to boast in another man's line of things made ready to our hand 
(II Cor. 10:16). 

The words of the wise are as goads, and as nails fastened by the masters 
of assemblies, which are given from one shepherd (Eccles. 12:11). 

For some with conscience of the idol unto this hour eat it as a thing 

offered unto an idol (I Cor. 8:7). 






47 


44 One may compare to this usage the phrases "the names of those who married strange wives 

(Ezra 10:18, 44; Neh. 13:23, 27) and “strange children” (Hos. 5:7). 

45 This verse has no clear meaning at all. 

“There are thirty-seven uses of "bowels'’: nineteen refer to the internal organs and the rest 

imply, often metaphorically, one or another of the emotions. 

4T Does an idol have a conscience? 
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Not only are there difficult sentences, but there are words used in the 
KJV which have passed completely out of use, so that they convey no 

meaning to the modem reader: 


almug, algum, chode, charashim, chapt, earing, gat, habergeon, hosen, kab, 
knob, ligure, leasing, maranatha, nard, neesed, pate, pilled, rabboni, raca, 

ring-straked, stacte, strake, sycamyne, thyme wood, trode, wimples, ouches, 
tatches, brigandine, ambassage, occuirent, purtenance, bmit, fray, crack¬ 
nels, nusings, mufflers, anathema, cor ban, talitha cumi, ephrata, aceldama, 
centurion, quarternion, delectable, sanctum sancturuni, carriage, let, pityful 

(for full of pity), wot, trow, sod, and swaddling clothes. 




Do most people recognize “ouches of gold (Exod. 28:11), meteyard 
(Lev. 19:35), “rereward” (Josh. 6:9, 13), “collops of fat” (Job 15:27), “mal¬ 
lows" (Job 30:4), and “wist” (Josh. 8:14)? “Wimples" (Isa. 3:22) were 
“shawls." But what about “nitre" (Jer. 2:22), “lien with” (Jer. 3:2), “sottish" 
(Jer. 4:22), “rentest thy face" (Jer. 4:30), “noise of the bruit" (Jer. 10:22), 
"skirts discovered" (Jer. 13:22), “the ground is chapt” (Jer. 14:4), “a brasen 
wall" (Jer. 15:20), “naughty figs" (Jer. 24:2), “subscribe evidences" (Jer. 
32:44), “cast clouts” (Jer. 38:12), “hole’s mouth" (Jer. 48:28), “dwell deep” 
(Jer. 49:8), and “they shall dote" (Jer. 50:36)? One encounters “Woe worth 
the day" (Ezek. 30:2), “sith” (Ezek. 35:6), and “tabering” (Nah. 2:7). He 
must be reminded that “vain jangling" (I Tim. 1:6) is “vain talking." Surely 

anyone can remember being perplexed as a child about the plague called 
“murrain of the cattle” (Exod. 9:3) which could simply have been called 

"death of the cattle.” 


More subtle, however, is the problem created by those words that are «■ 
still in use but which now have a different meaning from what they had 
in 1 611. These are hidden rocks on which the ship of understanding runs 
aground. What child would know without aid that the 
22:29; Isa. 2:9; 5:15; 31:8) meant 


mean man (Prov. 

common ma n"; now it means “cruel 
man.” Then “meat” meant “food,” but now it means "flesh " — a meaning - 
it never has in the KJV. The “ meat offerin g” was a c ereal grain offering 

(Lev. 14:10). “Flesh" is used in the KJV where “meat" is intended (I Cor. 
15:39), but “flesh” in the KJV also means “human nature” in other con¬ 
texts. "Peculiar” (Ps. 135:4; Titus 2:14; I Peter 2:9) meant that which 


48 Partridge, English Biblical Translation, 

Revision of the Holy Oracles (Louisville, Kentucky: Morton & Griswold, 1856), p. 148. 


p. 211; James Edmonds and T. S. Bell, Discussion 


on 
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belongs to one person; now it means “strange. “ To ear his gr ound” (I Sam. 
8:12) then meant “tojtijl it” (cf. Gen. 45:6; Exod. 34:21; Deut. 21:4). Did 
Goliath really carry a “target” of brass between his shoulders (I Sam. 17:6), 

or was it a “j avel in"? Did David make a "road today" (I Sam. 27:10) 
though he were a civil engineer? Would we not say that he made a “raid’? 

“Cherish" (I Kings 1:2, 4) merely meant “to keep warm." “Passengers" is 
used to mean “p assers by" (Prov. 9:15; Ezek. 39:11, 14, 15). 

Trench pointed out that “its,” the neuter possessive pronoun, is rarely 
used by Shakespeare and that it was not in common use in 1611. 49 The 

result is that “its” did not occur in the version of 1611 and is in the modem 
KJV only at Leviticus 25:5 where the 1611 printing had “it.” “His” in the 
KJV is not used as we would use it today. That each produces after “his” 
kind {Gen. 1:11) should be “its kind.” That “God giveth it a hody ... and 

to every seed his own body” (I Cor. 15:38) means “its own body," and not 
that God gives the seed “His own body.” Exodus 35:11 has “The taher- 
nacle, his tent and his covering, his taches, his boards, his bars, his pillars, 
and his sockets.” Each of these should be “its.” Other cases of the strange 
use of “his" are in Leviticus 1:6; II Samuel 6:17; Daniel 4:14; 7:9; Matthew 

5:13; 24:32; 26:52. 

“Prevent” now means “hinder," but in the KJV it means “come before.” 
Examples are seen in: “In the morning shall my prayer prevent thee” (Ps. 

88:13), “I prevented the dawning of the morning" (Ps. 119:147, 148), and 
"The evil shall not overtake nor prevent us” (Amos 9:10). “Prevent” occurs 
fifteen times (II Sam. 22:6, 19; Job 3:12; 41:11; Pss. 18:5; 21:3; 59:10; 79:8; 
88:13; Isa. 21:14; Amos 9:10; Matt. 17:25; I Thess. 4:15). 

“Let" in certain cases in the KJV means “prevent,” which is exactly the 

opposite of its present meaning. “But was let hitherto" (Rom. 1:13) and 
"he who now letteth will let" (II Thess. 2:7; cf. Exod. 5:4; Isa. 43:13) are 
examples. "Wealth” means “welfare”: “Let no man seek his own, but every 
man another’s wealth " (I Cor. 10:24; cf. Ezra 9:12; Esther 10:3). “Wealthy" 
means “happy” rather than “rich” (Ps. 66:12; Jer. 49:31). “Forward” now 
means “self-assertive" but then meant “ready” or “willing” (II Cor. 8:8, 10, 

17; 9:2; Gal. 2:10). “Wound him up” (Acts 5:6) should be “wrapped him 

up." Was not the sheet Peter saw “let down" by the four comers (Acts 
10:11) rather than “knit" at them? 

4S R. C. TYench, On the Authorized Version of the New Testament (New York RedfieJd, 1858), 

p. 41; Stella Brook, The Language of the Book of Common Prayer (London: Andre Deutsch, 
1965), pp. 108-9. 


as 
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“Conversation” is now “talk,” but in 1611 it meant behavior in general 

(Gal. 1:13; Eph. 2:3; 4:22; I Tim. 4:12; James 3:13; I Peter 3:1; II Peter 2:7) 

living with others (Phil. 3:20). “The husband may be won by the con¬ 
versation of the wife,” that is, by her behavior, not by her talk. “Filthy 
conversation” (II Peter 2:7) meant "immoral conduct." "Advertise” meant 
“advise” (Num. 24:14; Ruth 4:4). “Apparently” (Num. 12:8) meant “clearly.” 
“Evidently" (Ads 10:3), rather than suggesting uncertainty, meant “clearly.” 
“Comprehended" meant “overcome” (John 1:5). “Shamefacedness” (I Tim. 

2:9), a printer’s correction, should be “shamefastness,” as it was in the 
1611 edition; but even that word is not now current. “Modesty” could 

clarify the meaning. 

“Carriage" was then that which was carried, and nowhere in the Bible 
is it a vehicle (I Sam. 17:22; Judg. 18:21; Isa. 10:28; 46:1; Acts 21:15; the 
Geneva Bible had in this last verse, “trussed up our fardeles”). “Fetching 

a compass” means “making a circuit” (Num. 34:5; Josh. 15:3; II Sam. 5:23; 
II Kings 3:9; Acts 28:13). The compass was brought from China about A.D. 
1260 and was not available in Bible times at all. “Debate” now means 
“discussion,” but is used in the KJV of violent actions and is condemned 

(Isa. 58:4; Rom. 1:29; II Cor. 12:20). “Carefulness” (I Cor. 7:32; Luke 10:41) 
and “Be careful" in “Be careful for nothing” (Phil. 4:6) meant “worry." 

“Thke no thought” meant “do not be anxious” (Matt. 6:34; 10:19). "Pitiful" 

meant “full of pity,” but to us it means arousing or deserving pity (Lam. 
4:10; James 5:11; I Peter 3:8). 

“Virtue” was a broad word in 1611 that could include healing power 
(Luke 8:46; Mark 5:30; Luke 6:19), but elsewhere the word is probably 
narrower in meaning. Today it is most often used in connection with sex 
morals. “Who can find a virtuous woman?” (Prov. 31:10) is not primarily 
asking about her sex behavior. “Communicate” meant to “share" (Heb. 
13:16). “Evil communications corrupt good manners" (I Cor. 15:33) refers 
to the whole group of influences. “Feeble minded" meant “faint hearted” 
IThess. 5:14)—not those of low intelligence. “Unspeakable gift” (II Cor. 
9:15) meant "inexpressible gift” not "contemptible gift. 

means a part of a house; it then meant a "place" where one sat (Matt. 23:6; 
Mark 12:39; Luke 14:7-9; 20:46). “Chief estates" (Mark 6:21) meant the 
leading men, not land holdings. "Liking” meant 

should he see your faces worse liking than the children which are of your 

sort?” (Dan. 1:10). 


or 


Room now 


appearance : “For why 
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“Nephew” was then a word for grandchildren and other lineal descen¬ 
dants (Judg. 12:14; I Tim. 5:4); now it is a brother’s or a sister’s son. 
“Quick” now means “rapid,” but in nine cases it then meant “alive" (Num. 

16:30; Ps. 119:25; John 5:21; Heb. 4:12; I Peter 3:18; 4:5). It is not used 
once in the KJV in its present meaning. What child would know that “Then 
they had swallowed us up quick, when their wrath was kindled against us” 
(Ps. 124:3) has nothing to do with speed but only means “they would have 

swallowed us up alive”? To us “coast” means the border of the sea, but 

then meant “district": “Coasts of Bethlehem" (Matt. 2:16), “Coast of Og" 
(Josh. 12:4), and “Coasts of Caesarea Philippi" (Matt. 16:13). “Artillery" 
meant “small armor” (I Sam. 20:40); “charger" was a large dish (Num. 7:13; 
Matt 14:8), not a horse. “Usury" was interest of all sorts (Matt. 25:27), 
not just excessive interest. 

“Sometimes" in the KJV meant “formerly" and never "occasionally” 
(Eph. 2:13, 5:8; Titus 3:3). “By and by” meant “at once” (Matt. 13:21; Mark 
6:25; Luke 17:7; 21:9). “Presently” meant “at once” (I Sam. 2:16; Prov. 
12:16; Matt. 21:19; 26:53), and "instantly” meant “earnestly" (Luke 7:4; 
Acts 26:7)—an adverb of manner and not of time. “Anon” meant “im¬ 
mediately,” not “after a time” (Mark 1:30); that is, they immediately tell 
Jesus that Peter’s mother-in-law is sick. “There should be time no longer” 
(Rev. 10:6) means “there shall no longer be delay.” 

“Suffer” meant “to permit" (Gen. 20:6; Matt. 19:14; 23:13; Mark 11:16; 

Luke 4:41; I Cor. 10:13; I Tim. 2:12). The misconception arising from this 
word has been reflected in “Suffer the Little Children,” a caption used 
recently in magazines and on television to refer to the suffering of children 

in war zones. “Purchase a good degree" in the KJV means “gain a good 

standing” (I Tim. 3:13). Outside of religious circles, “ghost” now carries 
an entirely different idea from that intended by pneuma, “spirit. 

The KJV uses expressions which are strange to the modem reader but 

are not necessarily misunderstood by him. The ox “p ush es” where we 
would say “gores’’ (Exod. 21:29, 32, 36; Deut. 33:17; 1 Kings 22:11; II Chron. 
18:10). Judged by current usage, the KJV has slips of grammar. “Which” 
rather than “who” is used for persons (Acts 22:3). 51 Singular and plural 

elements are mixed (Phil. 2:5). “Unseemly,” an adjective, is used as an 




50 The type of material which has been included in this section has been collected by Ronald 
Bridges and Luther A. Weigle, The Bible ]Aford Book (New York; Thomas Nelson & Sons, 1960), 

sl Other examples are collected by 'TYench, On the Authorized Version of the New Testament, 
pp. 46'47 + 
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adverb (I Cor. 13:5). “Let each esteem the other better than themselves 
(Phil. 2:3) should be "himself.” “If any man have ears" (Mark 7:16) should 

be “has ears.” 


“Cherubim” and other words of Hebrew origin ending in im are already 

plural in form; but we have “cherubims” (Heb. 9:5), “seraphims,” “nethi- 

and “Anakims.” The pleonasm such as “And Abel, he" (Gen. 4:4, 26) 


nims, 

is used. There is inverted syntax: "and there was taken up of fragments 
that remained to them twelve baskets” (Luke 9:17). Word order is reversed: 


“Cakes unleavened ... and wafers unleavened (Exod. 29:2). Awkward sen¬ 
tences are encountered: “For thou knowest that there is not among us any 

that can skill to hew timber like unto the Sidonians” (I Kings 5:6; cf. 
II Chron. 2:7-8; 34:12). Other examples are: “I told you before, and foretell 
you, as if I were present, the second time; and being absent now I write 
to them which heretofore have sinned, and to all other, that, if I come 
again, I will not spare” (II COr. 13:2); "Thke that thine is” (Matt. 20:14); 
and "I am verily a man which am a Jew” (Acts 22:3). “Moses ... gat him 
up into the mount” (Exod. 24:18) and "David gat him a name” (II Sam. 
8:13) are awkward constructions. There are many cases of the superfluous 

use of "did” for the past tense in phrases like “did eat" (Matt. 14:20). There 

are double superlatives like “the most straitest sect" (Acts 26:5). The 

added “ye” to designate a plural subject creates an emphasis not in¬ 
tended—"Go ye”; “know ye.” 

The punctuation needs improvement. The KJV created five titles in 
Isaiah 9:6 which were popularized in Handel’s Messiah hut the Hebrew 
really has only four pairs; the comma in the KJV between “wonderful” and 
“counselor" should be deleted. Even such a small detail as capitalization 
influences interpretation. "Sun of righteousness" (Mai. 4:2) will naturally 
be taken erroneously by the reader to be messianic in import. "Spirit," 

when capitalized, can be understood only as the Holy Spirit, but ruach and 

pneuma in some cases may be "wind” (Gen. 8:1; John 3:8) and in others 
the human “spirit.” 

The reader of the KJV has to deal with “thees” and "thous” and their 


corresponding old English verbal endings th and est in words such as 
“sayeth,” "doeth," “heareth," and “goest.” He encounters strange spellings 
like “minish" (Exod. 5:19), “astonied,” and "throughly. 

ered” (Ps. 29:9; Prov. 25:9) for “uncovered." He finds "clift" (Exod. 33:22; 

Isa. 57:5) for “cleft,” “champaign” (Deut. 11:30) for "campaign, 

(Judg. 5:22; Nah. 3:2) for 


He sees discov- 


pranse 

prance,” “glistering" for "glittering” (I Chron. 
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29:2; Luke 9:29), and specially for especially. He reads dureth (Matt. 

13:21) for “endureth,” “intreat" for “entreat 

ware” (II Tim. 4:15) for “aware, 

“hoised" (Acts 27:40) for “hoisted," “musick" (Dan. 3:5; Amos 6:5), “vail" 
(Ruth 3:15; II Cor. 3:13), “holpen” (Luke 1:54), and “bewrayeth” (Matt. 
26:73). He also finds “graff” (Rom. 11:23) for “graft,” “ensue” (I Peter 3:11) 
for “pursue,” and “stablish” for “establish" (I Peter 5:10). Herod “observed” 

John (Mark 6:20); the word should be “preserved." These spellings make 
the KJV seem to speak in malapropisms. 

The reader of the KJV comes across Semitisms that should have been 
converted into English phrases; for example, “she called his name Joseph” 
should be “she named him Joseph.” “Die the death” (Matt. 15:4) should 
be “surely die,” “son of peace” should be “peaceable man,” and “man of 

sin” should be “sinful man.” There are genitives which in Hebrew are used 
for the superlative degree: “Song of Songs," “king of kings,” “Lord of 

Lords," and others. 52 Though many of these Semitisms, under the influence 
of the KJV, have been naturalized into English religious usage, they are 
still Semitisms and would be clearer if they were rendered into idioms 
native to English. 

Confusion is created by the wrong use of prepositions. "Friends of the 

mammon of unrighteousness” (Luke 16:9) should be “by the mammon." 
“I know nothing by myself" should be “against myself” (I Cor. 4:4). “Noth¬ 
ing worthy of death is done unto him" (Luke 23:15) should be “by him.” 
“Took to wife” should be “as wife” (Exod. 2:1), and "Abraham to our 
father” should be "as our father" (Matt. 3:9). 

The KJV is deficient in its use and omission of the definite article. 

■ 

“The man," “a man,” and “man” are all different ideas in current English, 
but the use of the article in Hebrew and Greek (neither of which has an 
indefinite article) differs from that of English, and Latin has no definite 
article at all. The King James scholars were unduly influenced by their 
knowledge of Latin and seem to have had no fixed rule about whether to 
insert or omit the article. The erroneous insertion of the definite article 
is encountered in “the Son of God” (Dan. 3:25), “the woman" (John 4:27), 
“the sin” (Heb. 12:1 ff.), and “the everlasting gospel” (Rev. 14:6). “The love 
of money is the root of all evil” (I Tim. 6:10) should be “a root.” “The 
unknown god" (Acts 17:23) should be “an unknown god.” “The hope of 


ware (Acts 14:6) or “be- 
adventure” (Acts 19:31) for “venture," 


52 Eadie h The English Bible , 2:228. 


60 



Doctrinal Problems in the King James Version 


hope of the promise," “the Gentiles (Rom. 


the promise" (Acts 26:6) is 

2:14) is “Gentiles,” “the temple of God” (I Cor. 3:16) is “a temple,” “the 
members of Christ" (I Cor. 6:15) are "members of Christ," and “the Son of 
man” (Rev. 1:13; 14:14) is “a Son of man.” The opposite situation occurs 
when the definite article has been omitted in error. For an example, see 


the contrast between “the one and the many in Romans 5:12, 15, 17. 

Matthew 2:4 should have "the Christ,” and Hebrews 11:10 should have 
“the city.” “Great tribulation" (Rev. 7:14) is “the great tribulation" in Greek. 

Erroneous insertion of the indefinite article gives us "God is a spirit” (John 
4:24) where there should be “God is spirit." 

Because of the policy followed in rendering terms for the bodily func¬ 
tions, there are sections in the KJV that are embarrassing for public or 
family reading (I Sam. 25:22, 34; I Kings 14:10; II Kings 9:8; 18:27; Isa. 
36:12). 

Reflecting on all these tedious examples (and more could be cited in 
each category), 53 we are confronted with four simple questions: Do we 
understand what we read because we are familiar with the wording, or 
because someone told us the words should mean something different from 
what they say? Are we acting in obedience to what the words say or what 
they mean? Would it not be simpler and better to have a translation which 
would at the first reading, without comment, suggest the meaning the 
writer intended? Is it not time to do what the King James scholars said 
they were attempting to do: “To deliver God’s book unto God’s people in 
a tongue they understand”? 


But Is This Doctrine? 


The theological issues of one generation are not those of another, and 
the issues felt in one religious community are not those felt in another. 
Consequently, some may object to a rendering passed over in silence by 
others. To take a Bible version, check it by a limited number of shibboleths, 
and then declare that it is free of doctrinal problems is to act arbitrarily. 

Doctrine" means “teaching,” and any failure to present the Word of 
God accurately, completely, and clearly in a translation is a doctrinal prob¬ 
lem. The matters that we have surveyed in this chapter all affect the 


the lists in Philip Schaff, Introduction, The Revision of the English Vtrs/on of the New 
Testament (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1873), 


pp. xxivxliv. 
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teaching the reader is to receive from his Bible. It is naive to declare that 
they have no doctrinal significance. It would be miraculous if the early 
seventeenth-century struggle between Catholics and Anglicans, the Prelate 
party and the Puritans, and the Calvinists and non-Calvinists did not in¬ 
fluence the way scholars at that time chose between options. 

Throughout its entire history, the KJV has been charged with reflecting 
doctrinal bias; and there have also been replies by its defenders. Quite 
early, some insisted that the translators favored the king’s notions of pre¬ 
destination, election, perseverance, witch-craft, and familiar spirits. Robert 
Cell insisted that both the views of Calvinism and those of the Prelate 
party in England were reflected in the translation. 54 John Lewis, 55 however, 
while not denying that these teachings were in the translation, felt that in 
some instances the views of the translators and those of the king may have 
been identical. Attention has been focused on certain renderings as leaning 
toward Calvinism. These include the phrases “such as should be saved’’ 
(Acts 2:47), “ye cannot do the things that ye would" (Gal. 5:17), and "If 
they shall fall away” (Heb. 6:6). The last phrase is continued from Tyndale 

and is thought to lend encouragement to the doctrine of (he perseverance 
of the saints. In Greek it is not a contingent statement and should be 

rendered “and have fallen away." Perseverance is also thought to be sup¬ 
ported by the insertion of “any man” in Hebrews 10:38. In 1611, Romans 
5:12 carried a marginal reading "in whom all have sinned” which is clearly 
reflective of the doctrine of original sin. Some have seen the influence of 
belief in predestination in Matthew 19:23, “a rich man shall hardly enter 
into the kingdom of heaven." Others have felt that “he converted” (in seven 
passages for metanoein and strephein ; Matt. 18:3; Acts 3:19; etc.) can 
be interpreted to say that man is passive in conversion. “Repent" or “turn” 
would have removed the problem. However, to be completely fair to the 
translators, one should observe that these are isolated verses and that in 
many other passages which could have been crucial to these same doctrines 
no such leanings can be detected. 

Undue Prelate influence has been seen in the phrase “robbers of churches” 
(Acts 19:37) said to have been inserted under the influence of Bancroft; 
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54 Robert Gell, An Essay Toward the Amendment of the Last English Translation of the 
Bible (London: R. Norton for Andrew Crook, 1659), Preface and pp. 607, 750, 

5 Mohn Lewis, A Complete History of the Several Translations of the Holy Bible and New 

Testament into English (London: Baynes, 1818), p. 330. 

5e W. J. Heaton, The Puritan Bible (London: Francis Griffiths, 1913), p, 32L 
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but Lightfoot demonstrated that in seventeenth-century English church v 

used for pagan and Jewish temples as well as for Christian church 
huildings. 57 It has been thought that the varied use of “bishoprick” (Acts 
1:20), “overseers" (Acts 20:28), "oversight” (I Peter 5:2), and “bishop” (I Tim. 
3:1) was an effort to avoid identification of bishops and elders. That “pres¬ 
byter” occurs only once was believed due to translator Bilson’s readiness 
to squelch Presbyterian nonsense. 58 How are we to explain that out of 
thirty occurrences of diakonos in the New Testament, only those that 
clearly refer to church organization (Phil. 1:1; I Tim. 3:8, 10, 12, 13) are 
rendered “deacon”? Whether to use “congregation” or “church” had been 
an issue, and the translators used “congregation” only once (Acts 13:43), 
and that time for the assembly of a Jewish synagogue. The translators, in 

their “Preface to the Reader,” confess that there is a polemic interest in 

retaining certain ecclesiastical words like “baptism” and “church”; but one 
should then ask if there are not also other words retained for theological 
motives. 

Though it is not possible to settle the question of the motivation of the 
translators, one can evaluate doctrinal problems raised by their product. 
How often is the question raised, Was God tired when Scripture says he 
''rested" on the seventh day (Gen. 2:2)? The original word only meant 
cessation of activity. To name mythical animals—the unicorn (Deut. 33:17; ► 
Ps. 22:21; Isa. 34:7; etc.), 59 the satyr (Isa. 13:21; 34:14), the dragon (Deut. 

32:33; Job 30:29; Ps. 44:19; etc.), and the cockatrice (Isa. 11:8; 14:29; 59:5; 

Jer. 8:17)—did not bother men in 1611. They probahly thought the crea¬ 
tures existed. They did encounter trouble in Deuteronomy 33:17 where the 
unicorn has horns, but the translators solved the problem by reading "uni¬ 
corns.” The arrowsnake (Gen. 49:11, margin) is also a creature unknown 
to zoology. In a more enlightened day these renderings have a bearing on 

what the English Bible is teaching. 

Even when translators are not consciously selecting words that reflect 

their religious bias, the words they select do influence the reader’s thinking. 

A different wording would create a different pattern of thought. There 
would have been less persecution of strange women (as in Salem, Massa¬ 
chusetts) had the translation used 

22:18; Deut. 18:10), less emphasis on the need of being different and of 

ir tVcnch, On the Authorized Version of the New Testament, pp. 27-28. 

“G.S. Paine, The Learned Men (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell. Co., 1959), p. 97. 

i9 lbid.. p. 61. 
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sorceress instead of witches (Exod. 
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dressing strangely had the people read God s own people instead of 
“peculiar people” (Titus 2:14; cf. Exod. 19:5; Deut. 14:2; 26:18; Ps. 135:4; 
Eccles. 2:8; I Peter 2:9), and less sport by unbelievers over the inaccuracy 
of the Bible had they Tead “fish" instead of "whale” (Matt. 12:40). Although 
“the voice of the turtle” (Song of Sol. 2:12) has stimulated several efforts 
to prove that this creature makes sounds, that passage is speaking of a 
“turtledove” and not of a reptile. 

The KJV properly renders qebher as “the grave" thirty-four times, but 
also, without justification, translates Sheol as “the grave” thirty-one times 
and as “hell" thirty-one times. In all ten uses of Hades, it is translated 
“hell.” The distinction between the intermediate state of the dead in “Sheol” 
or “Hades” and the final state of the wicked in gehenna , “hell,” (used 
eleven times) was introduced into English religious language through the 
RV(ASV). These changes have doctrinal implications. The reader of the 
KJV has no knowledge of what “Hades” really is unless he knows Greek 
or is acquainted with later English versions. He thinks of the final place 
of punishment when he reads “hell" (Matt. 11:23; 16:18; Luke 10:15; 16:23; 
Acts 2:27; Rev. 1:18; 6:8; 20:13, 14) when he should think of the inter¬ 
mediate state of the dead. 

The ethics of the Bihle would have been less questioned if “borrow” 
(Exod. 3:22; 11:2), which suggests returning goods, had been “ask,” which 
is the literal meaning of the verb involved. "Thou shalt not kill” (Exod. 
20:13) can be interpreted to be a blanket prohibition against taking life. 
The prohibition is actually against murder. Judicial execution is provided 
for in more cases in the Old Testament than in our own law. 

People would have been less likely to misunderstand Jesus’ teaching 
about his people had they read “of this fold ... one flock, one shepherd" 
(John 10:16), which reflects the variety of Greek words used, instead of 
“fold ... one fold, and one shepherd." 60 People would have been less 
perplexed over the age of the earth had they not accepted the dates from 
Ussher’s chronology printed at the head of the reference column of King 
James Bibles. One can trap any unsuspecting student on what the tithing 
obligation was if he has been influenced by the phrase “tithes of all that 
I possess" (Luke 18:12). The tithing law applied to increase and not to 
capital holdings; the passage should read “all I acquire." Most people have 


60 C. J. Ellicott, Considerations on the Revision of the English Version of the New Testament 

(New York; Harper & Brothers, 1873), p. 81. 
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not been greatly disturbed by the possibility that total consumption i 
commanded in 

it that way. They have not assumed that we should be offensive to everyone 
from “For in many things we offend all” (James 3:2); nor have they greatly 

he that giveth, let him do it with simplicity" 


is 


Drink ye all of it" (Matt. 26:27), though some have taken 


exercised themselves over 
(Rom. 12:8), which should be “with liberality." 

Under the influence of the KJV, "Lucifer" remains a name of the devil; 


however, Isaiah 14:12 really speaks of the King of Babylon and has nothing 
to say about the devil. The failure to distinguish between daimonios and 

diabalos, translating both “devil," obscures the fact that in the Greek 
text of the Gospels there is one devil but many demons. The sufferers of 
the New Testament were possessed by “demons," according to the original, 
not by "devils.” They are never said to be possessed by the devil. This 
item has relevance to present-day beliefs about exorcism. 

The KJV added "unto him” in John 3:34. On this phrase men built an 
elaborate doctrine of measures of the Spirit in which Jesus alone had the 
Spirit “without measure.” The addition makes the passage say something 
quite different from what it says in the Greek. They built a doctrine of the 
second blessing on “Have ye received the Holy Ghost since ye believed?” 
(Acts 19:2), which should have read “when ye believed.” 61 People made a 
rule of ascetic behavior out of “Touch not; taste not; handle not” (Col. 
2:21), which they could not have done had the context been made clear. 
A great deal is made of the command “from such withdraw thyself” (I Tim. 
6:5), but readers of the KJV are oblivious to the fact that the command 
rests on the poorer text of a textual variant. The same is true of “We love 
him, because he first loved us” (I John 4:19), but how different that state¬ 
ment is from “We love because he loved us." "He that is begotten of God 
keepeth himself" (I John 5:18) is quite different in teaching from “the One 

who was bom of God keeps him safe,” but the readings rest on a textual 
variant. 


At the Lord’s Table one frequently hears the expression “the broken 

body of the Lord” (reflecting I Cor. 11:24 KJV). This is a textually disputed 
phrase which in reality creates a contradiction with John 19:36— 

bone of him shall not be broken." The implications of “gain is godliness" 

ei J. H. Moulton, Grammar of the New Testament Greek, 3rd ed. (Edinburgh. 1908), l:131n. 
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(I Tim. 6:5) are quite different from those of the correct phrase, “godliness 

is gain." 

The textually-disputed reading “churches" (Acts 9:31), rather than 
“church,” suggests individual congregations (cf. Acts 8:1; 15:41; 16:5). But 
all these form one church (cf. Acts 20:28; Eph. 3:10, 21), and it is this idea 

of unity which is suggested when the preferable reading is followed in Acts 
9:31: 62 Diatheke , which should be “covenant,” is incorrectly rendered “tes¬ 
tament" in numerous New Testament passages. The concepts “covenant” 
and “testament ” are entirely different concepts. God deals in covenants. 

The omission of the article “the" in Romans 5:15, 17 has obscured the 
sense, weakened the antithesis intended, and left an opening for inferences 
on redemption and reprobation which are not substantiated by the pas¬ 
sage. 64 The rendering “lived not again" for ezesan (Rev. 20:5), which varies 

from the rendering in the preceding verse, “they lived,” lends encourage¬ 
ment to the millennial understanding of the chapter. The ASV more cor¬ 
rectly has “lived not" in this verse. 

“I certify to you ... the gospel" (Gal. 1:11; cf. II Sam. 15:28; Ezra 4:14, 
16; 5:10; 7:24; Esther 2:22) is taken by many to mean that the gospel is 
guaranteed, but the original word merely means “to make known" and 
carries no implication of guarantee at all. The passage “the wayfaring men, 
though fools, shall not err therein” (Isa. 35:8) is still taken by most people 
to mean that the way is so plain that a fool cannot miss it; but the Hebrew 
is likely saying that no fools—just as no unclean and no ravenous beast— 
will be found there. The fool is the irreligious man, not the mentally 
deficient man. We have preached sermons on “the sin which doth so easily 
beset us” (Heb. 12:1), oblivious to the fact that the definite article was 
supplied by the translators. 

Faulty translations and interpretations have been carried over into re¬ 
ligious songs, to which people have become emotionally attached. The 
song phrase, “Gates of hell can never against that church prevail” is hased 
on the rendering “hell” for Hades (Matt. 16:18). “When the trumpet of 
the Lord shall sound and time shall be no more" is based on the wording 
of Revelation 10:6 in the KJV, which passage is really saying “there shall 
be no more delay.” “He is the lily of the valley” and “He is mine and I am 
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his” ultimately rest on the allegorical interpretation of the Song of Songs. 
In the KJV, “by and by" means “immediately" (Matt. 13:21; Mark 6:25; 
Luke 17:7; 21:9). This phrase is used in the song “In the Sweet By and 
By," but it has a different meaning. “Are you washed in the blood?” was 

suggested by Revelation 1:5—a passage which in the earlier manuscripts 
reads “loosed” (lusanti) rather than “washed" (lousanti). In Revelation 
7:14 people wash their robes and make them white “in the blood of the 
Lamb”; but no biblical verse, other than the variant in Revelation 1:5 in 
the Textus Receptus, speaks of persons being washed in the blood. The 
songwriters have arrived at these ideas we hold dear because they mis¬ 
understood the wording of the KJV. It is not altogether out of order to 
remember that songs need to be measured by the biblical text properly 
interpreted and understood and not the converse. 

In short, the truth is that the reader of the KJ V reads into it the meaning 
he has been taught to receive. Its expounders read its words and then say, 

“Now the real meaning is 
despite the fact that their Bible lists debates as a sign of depravity (Rom. 
1:29; II Cor. 12:20). They make elaborate plans for the future while reading. 
“Tike no thought for your life” (Matt. 6:25). They exercise great care while 
reading “Be careful for nothing" (Phil. 4:6). They look after their neighbor’s 
welfare although their Bible tells them to look after his “wealth” (I Cor. 
10:24: cf. Ezra 9:12; Esther 10:3). They care for widows and orphans when 
their version says merely to “visit [them] in their affliction" (James 1:27). 
Though told to “enter into thy closet” (Matt. 6:6) to pray, they do otherwise. 


Its readers take great pleasure in debating 


Conclusion 

Our survey has shown that those who feel they can escape the problem 
of translations by retreating into the citadel of the KJV have a zeal for 
God that is not in accord with knowledge. The same sort of attacks that 
are now made on new translations were made on the KJV when it was 

new. If the same kind of fine-tooth combing that is expended on the new 
translations is used on the KJV, we see that the problems of the KJV 
as numerous and as serious as those of the new translations. The need for 
new translations lies in the inadequacies of the KJV. Though shortcomings 
of the KJV complicate the task of learning, they have not kept the person 
who is willing to expend the effort from learning what God would have 
him do. At the same time, there are no valid reasons for one to insist 


are 
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fanatically that everyone should read only the KJV; to declare that it is a 
mark of orthodoxy to use the KJV as a standard, consulting other trans¬ 
lations only for comparisons; and to look with suspicion on the person 
who calls attention to the shortcomings of the KJV or who has other 
preferences in his reading. 

Were the KJV the form in which God first gave the Bible there would 
be justification for the insistence that everyone must learn its brand of 

English in order to leam the will of God. But it is not the original Bible. 
The translators worked neither by inspiration nor with special divine ap¬ 
proval. There is no valid reason why God’s Word should be frozen in 
seventeenth-century English by those who have educated themselves to 
understand it while men perish for want of understanding. The King James 
Preface asks, “How shall men meditate on that which they do not under- 
stand?” Progress has been made since 1611. It is now possihle to have a 
more accurate and a more readable translation than the KJV. 
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T 


he American Standard Version, the outgrowth of Ameri¬ 
can participation in the revision project which produced the Revised Ver¬ 
sion (1881-85), may be thought of as an American edition of that version 

rather than as an independent one. The agitation for an English Bible 
revision had continued across the 250 years of the circulation of the KJV 
and finally resulted in the introduction of a motion for revision in the 
Upper House of the Convocation of Canterbury on February 20, 1870. 1 
The appropriate committees, with Anglicans in the lead but with Baptists, 
Congregationalists, Methodists, Preshyterians, and Unitarians also repre¬ 
sented, were set up and instructed. Openly acknowledging the charm and 
the merits of the KJV, the revisers envisioned a minimal revision in order 
to bring the English Bible into harmony with the original texts; but the 
project ended with 5,788 changes in the underlying Greek text of the New 


deface to Revised Version, The New Testament, p. x; F. F. Bruce, History of the Ribte in 
English, 3rd ed. (Oxford: University Press, 1978}, p. 135. 
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Testament which was followed. About one-fourth of these are said to alter 
the subject matter. 2 

The RV was also an effort to put the Bible into English that could be 
understood, but staid British loyalty to that which is traditional changed 

only archaisms where they were likely to be misunderstood by the reader; 
and even in those cases another archaism of the King James period which 
was still understood was chosen over a current phrase. 3 The instructions 
stated that the style and language of the KJV were to be maintained; 
nevertheless, in the end more than 36,191 corrections of various sorts were 
made in the New Testament. 4 These included changes resulting from al¬ 
teration in the Greek text itself, changes where the KJV appears to have 
chosen the poorer of two readings, changes where the KJV is ambiguous 
or obscure, changes where the KJV is not consistent with itself in rendering 
phrases or passages that are alike or parallel, and changes that are required 
because of the other changes made. 5 

After the British revision project was already well under way, it was 
decided on July 7, 1870, to invite American scholars to participate. Dr. 
Joseph Angus carried on negotiations for the British. On the American 
side, Dr. Philip Schaff, after preparing a list of rules to be followed and a 
list of possible participants, issued invitations to selected people. Schaff 

claims to have considered first the participant's ability and reputation in 
biblical learning. The second consideration was denominational connection 
and standing, in order to have a fair representation of the leading churches 
and theological institutions. He also took into account a person’s place of 
residence, to insure regular attendance at the committee meetings. The 
result was that the group chosen represented nine denominations: Baptist, 
Cong re gat iona list, Dutch Reformed, Friends, Methodist, Episcopal, Pres¬ 
byterian, Protestant Episcopal, and Unitarian. The group was organized 
December 7, 1871, and began work at the Bible House in New York on 
October 4, 1872. Copies of the preliminary revision already completed by 
the British were distributed at the first meeting. 6 


2 F. G. Kenyon, Our Bible and the Ancient Manuscripts, revised by A. W. Adams (New York: 
Harper & Brothers, 1958), p. 313. 
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The group conceived its object to be “to make a good translation still 
hetter, more accurate and self-consistent, and to bring it up to the present 
standard of Biblical scholarship." 7 During the early period of its work, the 
group met on the last Friday and Saturday of each month, and then met 
for longer sessions in the summer. Of the nineteen members listed as the 
New Testament committee, only fifteen actually engaged in the work, and 
two of these worked only briefly. H. B. Smith, G. R. Crooks, W. P. Warren, 
Charles Hodge, James Hadley, and H. B. Hackett dropped out. Timothy 
Dwight was chosen to replace I Iadley. No compensation was given to any 
of the committee for their work of twenty-nine years (from 1872 to 1901). 
Contributions by friends, totaling about $50,000, were used for travel and 
incidental expenses. Each member of the committee received ten copies 
of a memorial edition to present to friends in exchange for their contri¬ 
butions to the project. 

In the ten and one-half years the British revision required, the British 
and American companies did not meet together to discuss their results. 
The British work was sent to America and then returned with suggestions 
from the American committee. A second revision was sent for the same 
treatment; then a third revision was made in England. Suggestions made 
by the American group had to gain approval of two-thirds of the British 
committee in order to be accepted. It was agreed that an appendix would 
be published containing the more important preferences of the American 

company which were not adopted by the British. Bishop Alfred Lee esti¬ 
mated that about one thousand suggestions offered by the Americans were 
incorporated either in the text or the margin of the revision. 9 

No one edition of the Greek text was accepted by the preparers of the 
New Testament of the RV. Each variant reading was discussed, first in 
England and then in America. The discussion in Britain put Scrivener 
opposite Westcott and Hort. A preliminary copy of the Westcott-Hort text 

was furnished the British, and a copy was sent to America; however, the 

British followed TVegelles as often as they did Westcott-Hort. According 
to Riddle, no member of the American committee personally endorsed the 
‘'Westcott-Hort" theory of textual criticism. The British views in textual 


7 tbid>, p. xxii. 

^Alfred Lee, cited in Matthew Brown Riddle* The Story of the Revision of the New Testament 
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matters were often approved by the Americans. Ezra Abbott was the fore¬ 
most American text critic, and where there were problems his opinions 
prevailed in America. When, after the passing of some years, textual prob¬ 
lems were reconsidered by Dwight, Riddle, and Thayer in preparation for 
the American edition, it was not found necessary to modify the textual 
judgments rendered by the whole American company. 9 

According to a note preserved in a memorandum of Dr. Schaff published 

by his son, 10 the committee members disagreed over the extent of the 
projected American appendix to the British work. The group had decided 

to reduce the size of the appendix at a meeting on July 7, 1880, but were 
surprised when the 1881 edition of the New Testament reached this coun¬ 
try to find a different appendix used with the heading, “List of Readings 
and Renderings Preferred by the American Committee Recorded at their 
Desire.” The heading suggested that the only points of difference between 
the two companies were those included in the appendix. This erroneous 
heading, as well as the use of certain British phraseology within the text 
itself, had the effect of strengthening the desire for an American Revised 
Bible. With its publication completed, the British committee disbanded, 
and the publishers showed no inclination toward further revision that would 
adopt the American suggestions. The Americans made no public protest 
against the appendix lest it affect adversely the sale of the British revision. 
They had agreed that they would not publish a rival edition for fourteen 

years after the appearance of the Revised Version. The American commit¬ 
tee, however, continued its work, and with the expiration of the time 
agreed upon, issued in 1901 the ASV, which incorporates its suggestions 
in the text and lists points of difference with the British in an appendix — 
exactly the opposite of what the British had done. However, the number 

of changes made is considerably greater than the number of items that had 

been in the appendix of the previous RV editions. 

Philip Schaff, leader of the American revision, died October 20, 1893, 
leaving three members of the New Testament committee: Drs. T. Dwight, 

J. H. Thayer, and M. B. Riddle to do the editing of the American edition 

and to secure a publishing firm. Of the Old Testament committee, G. E. 

Day, J. DeWitt, C. M. Mead, and H. Osgood were left; however, most of 


ii 


B Riddle t The Story of the Revision, pp. 27-33. 

10 David S. Schaff, Life of Philip Schaff (New Vork: Scribner s T 1897), pp. 381-82. 
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the work, including the editing, was done by Mead. 12 In April, 1897, an 
agreement on publication was reached with Thomas Nelson and Sons who 

were to hold the copyright. 

Although action for future publication had been taken in 1885, with 
annual meetings in succeeding years, the beginning date of the final 
American revision of the New Testament was June 24, 1897. Thayer had 

kept full records of earlier meetings and suggestions of earlier members 
of the New Testament committee so that the three committee members 

could review work previously done and could represent the desires of their 
colaborers. Thayer had done additional work on the word “which” as ap¬ 
plied to persons, and while on a sabbatical in Germany in 1898-1899 he 
had selected references and headings for the edition. The last meeting of 
the committee w ! as held April 19, 1900, and the book was placed on sale 
August 26, 1901. It was copyrighted by Thomas Nelson and Sons to pro¬ 
tect the purity of the text. 13 


The American Revision and the English Revision 


Some of the noticeable differences between the British and the Amer¬ 
ican revisions are the American use of “who" and "that” for "which” when 


it refers to a person, "know" and “knew” for "wot" and “wist," and “Je¬ 
hovah" instead of “the Lord" or “God” for the God of Israel {the KJV had 

used “Jehovah" only six times). “Holy Spirit" is preferred to “Holy Ghost." 
“Sheol" is used instead of "grave," “pit," and “hell” in the Old Testament 
and “Hades” instead of “hell 


in the New Testament to express the idea 
of the unseen world. The KJV 7 had neglected this distinction by rendering 
two Greek words as “hell.” The British version has used “Sheol” in only 
twenty-nine out of sixty-four occurrences. 14 The use of “love” instead of 
“charity” as the rendering for agape returns to the practice of Tyndale, 
Coverdale, and the Geneva Bible. In seventeen passages “try,” “trial, 
"make trial of" are used (instead of “tempt" or “temptation") where no 
direct reference is made to wrongdoing. “Are” is substituted for “be” in 
using the indicative mood. Such archaisms as “bewray,” “grisled," “holpen,” 
hough, "marish," “pourtray,” “sith," and “strawed" are eliminated. The 


or 


l2 John W, Lea, The Book of Books (Philadelphia; JohnC Winston, 1922), p. 325. 
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Americans used "astonished where the British used “astonied" (Isa. 52:14); 
"frighten” for “fray” (Deut. 28:26); “boil” for “seethe” and “sod,” and “boiled" 
for “sodden” (Gen. 25:29; Exod. 12:9; 16:23); “number” or “count” for “tell” 
(Gen. 15:5; Ps. 22:17); and “number" for “tale” (Exod. 5:18). “Despoil," 

“plunder,” or “ravage” is used where the British had “spoil.” British spell¬ 
ings using the letter u (labour, favour, behaviour, etc.) are dropped. 

The American edition eliminated certain expressions of the RV not 
likely to be understood in America. "Com” in Britain refers to all grain, 
but means Indian maize in America. Except in I Corinthians 9:9 and 
I Timothy 5:18, "grain” was used by the ASV. “Chargers” are not "platters" 
in America, "chapmen" are not “traders,” “occupiers” are not “merchants," 

a "chapiter” is not the “capital" of a column, a soldier does not wear a 
“harness,” and Americans do not have shoes “clouted.” The ASV dropped 
“the caperberry shall fail” (Eccles. 12:5) in favor of “desire shall fail” (as 
KJV), since the purpose of the berry is unknown in America. “The way of 
the transgressor is rugged” (Prov. 13:15) is dropped for “the way of the 
transgressor is hard.” “Heart” is used instead of “reins.” The translators 
said of reins, “Most readers attach to it no meaning whatsoever. 

is used for “his" or “hers" two hundred more times than in the British 


Its 




and one may see the gain in clarity made by this change, es- 


16 


version, 

pecially in Psalm 1 where "his fruit" and “his leaf” are awkward. The 

“dragon” (Deut. 32:33) and the “arrowsnake” (Isa. 34:15), both mythical, 

are dropped. Many other differences can be found listed in the appendix 
which is printed in some (hut not all) of the Nelson editions of the ASV. 


In the American edition the text was reparagraphed, verse numbers 
were carried within the text, and the use of punctuation and italics was 
improved. Changes in interpretation reflected in punctuation are encoun¬ 
tered at Genesis 2:5; 14:24; and Ezekiel 29:9, 21. The ASV carried carefully 
selected references in a center column. Titles of the Gospels (left un¬ 
changed from the KJV in the RV) do not use “Saint,” “The Acts” stands 
in place of “The Acts of the Apostles," “Apostle" is dropped from the title 
of the Pauline letters, and Paul's name is removed from the title of the 

Epistle to the Hebrews. The word “General” is dropped from the titles of 
the epistles of James, I and II Peter, I John, and Jude. The title “The 
Revelation of St. John the Divine" is modified in favor of “The Revelation 


15 Ibid., p. vi. 
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of John.” By reducing the number of marginal readings in the Old Testa¬ 
ment cited from the Septuagint, the Vulgate, and other versions from 240 
in the RV to about 42, the Americans retained only one-sixth of the total. 
Furthermore, unlike the British who had published a revision of the Apoc¬ 
rypha in 1894, the Americans did not include the Apocrypha in their 

revision. 

A notable difference in interpretation from both the KJV and the RV 
is seen in the ASV when Paul compliments the Athenians on being “very 
religious" (Acts 17:22), whereas all predecessors, influenced by the Vulgate, 
had some form of “superstitious.” Another difference is seen in Acts 26:28: 

“With but little persuasion thou wouldest fain make me a Christian." The 
British version has retained the wording of the KJV, which does not take 

Agrippa's words ironically. The two phrases in John 14:1 are paralleled as 
imperatives: “Believe in God, believe also in me." One adds a cubit "to 
the measure of his life” (Matt. 6:27), not to “his stature." Weightier matters 
of the law are “justice, and mercy, and faith," not “judgment, mercy, and 
faith” (Matt. 23:23). A complete list would reveal other changes. 

There are cases where the American revisers rejected the revision of the 
British and went back to the wording of the KJV. Examples may be seen 
in Exodus 20:4, 13; Leviticus 19:22; Psalms 48:1; 104:26; 114:4; 116:11; 
Proverbs 13:15; Amos 6:5; Zeehariah 4:14. 18 One unfortunate case of re¬ 
version is the use by the ASV of “Thou shalt not kill" for the command¬ 
ment where the RV more correctly had “Thou shalt do no murder” (Exod. 
20:13; Deut. 5:17). However, both the KJV and RV use “kill 
Testament citations of the commandment (Matt. 5:21; 19:18; Luke 18:20; 
Rom. 13:9; James 2:11). The ASV rendering leaves the impression that all 
killing is prohibited, but the Pentateuch provides for capital punishment 
for many offenses. More fortunate is the reversion to “perfect gift” (James 
1:17) where the British had chosen "perfect boon.” 


17 


in New 


The Reception of the Revision 


In the light of their relationship, the reception of the RV 
in the picture of the reception of the ASV. While received at first with 

I7 B. B. Warfield, review of The American Standard Bible in Presbyterian and Reformed 
Review 13 (1902): 647. 

‘•Preface to American Standard Version 
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unprecedented enthusiasm and sales on both sides of the Atlantic, the RV, 

like all new versions, also stimulated a furor of criticism. Chief among its 
opponents in England was Dean John W. Burgon, whose essays were even¬ 
tually collected in a volume entitled The Revision Re vised . 19 Burgon 
took exception to the text chosen by the revisers and to many translation 
choices. He also objected to calling the readers’ attention to so many 

variant readings in the marginal material. He saw the version as “the most 

astonishing, as well as the most calamitous literary blunder of the Age.” 
He declared that the revisers ought to receive from the church “nothing 

short of stem and well-merited rebuke.” He insisted that the Westcott- 
Hort text, “the systematic depravation of underlying Greek,... is nothing 
else but a poisoning of the River of Life as its sacred source. Our Revisers 
(with the best and purest intentions, no doubt) stand convicted of having 
deliberately rejected the words of Inspiration in every page." Other scholars 
replied to Burgon, and it is doubtful that his censures had any great effect 
on the impact of the revision. Burgon’s line of argument has been applied 
to the ASV in recent years by D. O. Fuller. 20 

Many critics found the style of the British version to be distinctly 
inferior to that of the KJV. This type of criticism is aptly summarized in 
Spurgeon’s evaluation so often quoted, “Strong in Greek, but weak in 
English.” 21 The Bishop of Durham said of it, “While it is beyond all praise 

as an aid to study, it seriously lacks that ENGLISH FELICITY ... which 

should entitle it to take the place of the authorized version in our national 
heart.” 22 Still more harshly, one said of the literalness of the revision, “The 
revisers were not appointed to prepare an interlinear translation for incom¬ 
petent school boys." 23 To put the problem in the bluntest way, the RV did 
not maintain its initial popularity. However, F. F. Bruce, more recently 
speaking from the British viewpoint, says of it, “The RV with these mar¬ 
ginal references is still the most useful edition of the Bible for the careful 


lft J. W, Burgon, The Revision Revised (London: John Murray, 1383); some other critics are 
E. Beckett, Shall the RV Be Authorized? and E. B. Wilkinson, Our Authorized Bible Vindicated, 
Wilkinson takes exception to the doctrinal beliefs of the American revisers. 

20 D,O. Fuller, Which Bible? 3rded. (Grand Rapids: Grand Rapids International Publications, 


1972). 


2l Cited in An Introduction to the Revised Standard Version of the New Tkstament (n.p M 


1947), p. 12. 

“Handley C. G. Moule (Bishop of Durham), ‘‘Preface” to Samuel Lloyd, The Corrected English 

New Testament (New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1905), p. xii. 

M An anonymous reviewer in The Edinburgh Review 154 (American edition; July, 1881): 96. 
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student who knows no language but English. 24 Bruce s comment is also 
valid for the American revision. Its superiority to the British effort was 
early recognized by Americans, 25 and that superiority determined that the 
RV would not be the successor of the KJV in popular use. 26 More recently, 
E. C. Colwell, after a sampling investigation of sixty-five passages in sev¬ 
enteen New Testaments, ranked both of the revisions as textually more 
accurate than the KJV, but found the ASV to be slightly more accurate 
than the RV. 27 

In America, the Presbyterian Church (North), which had previously used 
the KJV without formally authorizing its use, now authorized the use of 
the ASV. David G. Wylie, former moderator of the Presbyterian Synod of 
the state of New York, found the ASV free from the sort of infelicitous 
renderings and typographical errors that had marred some earlier transla¬ 
tions. He stated that its spelling and punctuation were better than the 
British version, and its grammar more in keeping with current usage. Its 
chapter headings were clear enough to indicate the meanings of the chap¬ 
ters, yet were free of dogmatic implications. The titles of its books were 
in harmony with most ancient manuscripts. It sought to make the Bible 
intelligible for both learned and unlearned people. Many archaisms were 
dropped, and misunderstood words were replaced by better words. Euphe¬ 
misms were used to express matters that might offend good taste (I Sam. 
25:22; II Kings 18:27; Isa. 36:12). It made the Bible a living book by 
translating it into the living language of the hour. 26 All in all, Wylie found 
that the ASV gives the meaning of the original better than any other 
version. Clyde W. Votaw, in The Biblical World, though listing some 

defects, claimed: 


The American Standard edition is by far, and in every respect, the best 
English translation of the Bible in existence, both for scholars and for the 


34 Bruce P History, p. 147. 

“Warfield, review of The American Standard Bible, p. 646; cf. also Thomas F. Lockyer, "The 

Bible in English: Some Recent Versions and Editions," London Quarterly Review 98 (July 1902): 
139. 

“H. W. Whitney, "The Latest TYanslation,” 59 (October 1902): 653; cf. G. N. Luccock, “The 
New TYanslations," Biblical Review 11 (January 1926): 28. 

27 E. C. Colwell, What Js the Best New Testament? (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1947). pp. 85-97. 

“David C. Wylie, The American Standard Edition of the Revised Bible 
(New York: n.p.. 1903). 
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people. It is the privilege, but also the duty, of every man, woman, and 
child in America ... to use the best English translation of the Bible which 
is available to them, namely, the edition of 1901. 


29 


Others were not so well pleased. The General Convention of the Prot¬ 
estant Episcopal Church in 1904 rejected a petition requesting permission 
to use the ASV. 30 E. W. Alder son, a Methodist, in an open letter to the 
secretary of the American Bible Society, took exception to the uniform 
use by the ASV of “baptize” as the rendering of baptizo. He felt that the 
four immersionist members of the committee (the Presbyterian Schaff and 

the three Baptists: Conant, Kendrick, and Hackett) had exercised an 
undue partisan influence on the committee. Some of these men had par¬ 
ticipated earlier in the preparation of the Bible Union Translation which 
Alderson considered to be “the most intensely partisan translation of the 
New Testament the world has ever seen.” He also took exception to the 
retaining of “saved through water" from the RV (I Peter 3:20), for which 

he preferred “brought safely through the water” as is in the margin; and 
he objected to the marginal reading of Mark 1:9 where the text has "bap¬ 
tized ... in the Jordan" and the margin reads “into." He particularly pro¬ 
tested the rendering “in watfer” in Matthew 3:11 where he preferred “with 
water,” and the supplying of “with" before "fire” in the same verse where 
the Greek has no preposition. He thought that this passage alone would 
render the ASV unacceptable. He felt that the final revisers should have 
sought aid from committees representing various churches. He asserted 
that the work as executed and published was a “fake, pure and simple. 

Another critic objected to the use of “it” for the Holy Spirit (Acts 8:16), 

while elsewhere “himself” (Rom. 8:16, 26), “he," and “him” (John 16:7-14) 
are used. He argued that although pneuma is neuter, the rendering “it” 
is not justified, since John 16:14 has the masculine ekeinos where the 
antecedent is pneuma. 

Though a number of the above criticisms of the ASV are tendentious 
and invalid, it has become obvious with the passing of seventy-nine years 


31 


32 


2a Clyde W. Votaw, *'The American Standard Edition of the Revised Bible," The Biblical World 
17 (October 1901): 287. 

^Whitney, ‘The Latest TYa ns ] at ion/’ 61 (January 1905); 89. 

31 A copy of the letter is preserved in the library at Southwestern Baptist Seminary, Fort Worth, 


Texas. 


31 C. E. W. Dobbs, "The Preferences of the American Revisers," Homileticat Review 25 (Feb* 
ruary 1893): 182. 
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that the revision, either in its British or in its American form, can never 
gain the popularity of the KJV. The British version was seldom used in 
the churches. The ASV appeared just at the dawn of the age of great 
advance in biblical archaeology and in comparative Semitics. It also ap¬ 
peared just at the time when the age of modem speech versions began to 

and it was far from modem speech. When its copyright had nearly 

expired in 1928, the ownership of the copyright was obtained by the In¬ 
ternational Council of Religious Education. That organization’s commit- 

the Standard Bible Committee—decided, though not unanimously, 
that a new revision was needed. The outcome of this revision project was 
the Revised Standard Version; the New Testament was issued in 1946 and 
the Old Testament was completed in 1952. No longer protected by a 
copyright, the ASV can be printed by any printer, but because the major 
printers of Bibles are promoting other versions, it seems likely that its 
influence will decrease rather than increase. 


dawn 


tee 


The American Standard Version and 
The King James Version 

As compared with the KJV, the ASV represents definite improvement 
in text, in interpretation, in wording, and in typographical form. While it 
is not entirely certain what text the King James translators had for the 
New Testament, it is agreed that it could only have been a medieval form 
of text known from few manuscripts. Of the versions, only the Vulgate was 
known in 1611, and that from late and corrupt manuscripts. Quotations 
from the Scripture in the writings of the church fathers could have helped 
the translators estahlish the text, but their value was not appreciated. In 

the years between the KJV and the ASV, the vellum codices (Vaticanus, 
Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus, Ephraem, and Beza), dating from the fourth and 
fifth centuries, had become available. This enabled the text critics to re¬ 
construct the text as it appeared in about the fourth century, whereas 
earlier they only had sources from the Middle Ages. 

The RV (1881), out of which the ASV developed, had the great textual 
critics Scrivener, Westcott, and Hort on its New Testament translation 
committee. The textual work of Westcott and Hort and their predecessors 
with their textual theory (favoring codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus) was 

to dominate the textual scene for several generations. The Westcott-Hort 
Greek text was published five days before the RV of the New Testament, 
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hut their materials had been made availahle to the translators in advance 
of publication. The revision did not adopt their suggestions in an estimated 
200 cases; but many of the suggestions, not adopted in the text, are sup¬ 
plied in the marginal readings. The Greek text of the New Testament of 

the RV (and therefore of the ASV) is estimated to differ from the KJV 

text in 5,788 cases. Sixteen complete verses carried in the KJV, thought 
on textual evidence to be spurious, are absent from the text of the ASV 

and are relegated to the margin. 33 One count suggests that there are 122 
sentences or parts of sentences omitted. 34 Other verses, though carried in 

the text, have a note to the effect that they are absent in some manuscripts. 
Numerous phrases of less than a whole verse receive the same type of 
treatment. Among them would be the doxology at the end of the Model 
Prayer (Matt. 6:13), prayer phrases (Luke 11:2-4), the troubling of the water 
at the pool of Bethesda (John 5:3ff.), and the phrase “of the dead” (Acts 
24:15). Still others, such as the Comma Joharmeum (the “heavenly wit¬ 
nesses” of John 5:7), are dropped completely without a note. Another 
category of passages is that regarded as textual problems (such as that of 
the ending of Mark 16:9-10 and that of the woman taken in adultery in 
John 7:53—8:11) which are set off from the rest of the text by space. The 

latter passage is also bracketed. In only ten passages, phrases not in the 
KJV are added in the text of the ASV. 35 These additions include the 

phrases “this he said” (Mark 7:19), “and they came to him” (John 19:3), 

“by the Holy Spirit” (AcLs 4:25), "even so do ye walk” (I Thess. 4:1), “unto 
salvation” (I Peter 2:2), “according to the will of God” (l Peter 5:2), and 
“sue h we are” (1.1 ohn 3:1). 

There is a sizable list of passages in which a different textual reading 
is chosen in the ASV from that chosen in the KJV. Included would be the 
reading “He who was manifested" (ITim. 3:16) where the KJV had “God 
was manifest,” “they ... they" (AcLs 13:42) where there was “Jews ... 
Gentiles," “Spirit of Jesus” (Acts 16:7) where there was “Spirit," "eagle” 
(Rev. 8:13) where there was “angel," “wash their robes” (Rev. 22:14) where 
the KJV had “do his commandments," and "tree of life” where there was 
“lxx)k of life” (Rev. 22:19). Other lesser changes are too numerous to list. 


M K. (». Kenyon. Our Bible , p. 313. The verses are Matl. 17:21; 18:11; 23:14; Mark 7:16; 9:44. 46; 
11:26; 15:28; Luke 17:36; 23:17; John 5:4; Acts 8:37; 15:34; 24:7; 28:29; Rom. 16:24. 

:U S. Cox, "l*x:trinal Kffed of the Revised Version/ 1 The Exptfsitvr, 2nd ser. 3 (1882): 434-35. 
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While Hebrew was doubtlessly better known in 1885-1901 than it was 
in 1611, the progress in Old Testament manuscript discovery and textual 

with the benefit of the manuscript studies of B. Kennicott, 


criticism 

G. de Rossi, and C. D. Ginsberg—is not comparable to that in the New 
Testament. The Hebrew text of the ASV is substantially the same as that 


even 


of the KJV. However, in 1 Samuel 13:1 a numeral which seems by conjec¬ 
ture to be a necessary addition is placed in brackets. In Isaiah 9:3 what 
seems a superfluous negative is dropped. 36 The Masoretic text was not 
followed at Deuteronomy 32:14; I Samuel 6:18; II Samuel 16:13; 
II Chronicles 3:1; 22:6; Job 37:9; Isaiah 30:32; 35:8; Ezekiel 46:9; Hosea 
11:3; Amos 5:21; Micah 3:5; and Haggai 1:5. 

With some reservations, it can be said that the typographical makeup 
of the ASV is good. However, though it has a title page for the New 
Testament, there is no separate title page for the Old Testament. It begins 
with a general introduction to the whole revision. “New Covenant” is used 
on a title page, but "Old Covenant” is not. Though one might question 
the heading “The Millennial Reign" for Revelation 20, the chapter headings 
in general do not suggest a particular theological interpretation. Also on 
the credit side, the dates from the chronology of Bishop Ussher, printed 
at the top of the column of KJV reference Bibles since 1701 and no longer 
thought to be accurate, were dropped altogether. Poetical sections such 
as the Psalms are printed in verse form instead of prose form. The essential 
nature of Hebrew poetry had first been made clear by Robert Lowth in 

1753. However, the practice of printing poetry as poetry is not followed 
adequately in the prophetic books which, to a large degree, are poetical. 

The ASV reverts to the pre-Geneva practice of paragraphing material. 
Its more modem paragraphing is a marked improvement over the KJV 
where each verse is a separate paragraph, and over the RV's long para¬ 
graphs. The ASV did not hesitate to carry the last phrase of a chapter into 
the first paragraph of the next chapter (II Kings 24:20) and to start a 
paragraph in the middle of a verse (Isa. 59:15); but even with its improve¬ 
ments, the ASV needs additional attention to paragraphing. It would be 
still more readable if its paragraphs were shorter. There are yet isolated 
cases where material should be carried from one paragraph to the other. 

I show you a more excellent way” (I Cor. 12:31) should begin the chapter 
on love, the practice now followed in critical Greek texts. 




Kenyon, Our Bible, p. 314, a 1. 
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One distinguishing feature of the translation is that it aimed to be as 
nearly literal as possible. Unlike the KJV, which sought to use English 
synonyms where possible to express the same Greek and Hebrew words 
in their various occurrences (one Hebrew word is rendered ninety different 
ways), The American Standard sought, not always with success, to render 

a word uniformly by the same English word. It is therefore good for the 
concordance type of study where the occurrences of a word are traced, but 
it ignores the fact that a word may have many shades of meaning. An 
attempt is made to express the shade of meaning conveyed in the Greek 
aorist tense. 

The ASV is also careful to reproduce exactly the similarities or diver¬ 
gencies found in the original Greek in related passages in the Gospels. The 
above-mentioned variety in the KJV often obscured the similarity. For 
example, an expression characteristic of Matthew is variously rendered by 
the KJV and RV as “had ended,” “had made an end," and “had finished” 
though the Greek uses the same word throughout. The ASV used “had 
finished" in each (Matt. 7:28; 11:1; 13:53; 19:1; 26:1). For the person who 
wants to work back from the English wording to the Greek and Hebrew 
original, the ASV affords the best opportunity of the choices now available. 

That the ASV differs significantly in details from the KJV may be seen 
in the 2,000 changes made in the Psalms, 1,300 in Jeremiah, 1,400 in Job, 
and a total of 36,191 in the New Testament. 37 The translators of the ASV 
attempted in many places to turn the reader from interpretations they 
wished him to avoid. 38 Unfortunately, the care they gave is often wasted 
on the common reader because he is not searching his Bible as carefully 

as the translators themselves did. Where the KJV had said of the proph¬ 
esying of the elders “and did not cease," the ASV has “but they did so no 
more” (Num. 11:25). Passages which men cited for having a Calvinistic 
bias in the KJV (Matt. 19:23; Acts 2:47; Heb. 6:6; 10:38) were modified 
in the ASV. The marginal option “in whom all sinned" is absent from 
Romans 5:12. The teaching of depravity is no longer suggested by Gala- 


37 J. H* Lupton, “Visions (English)," in Hastings Dictionary of the Bible, Extra Volume, p. 264. 
3B A. Roberts, “Renderings and Readings in the Revised New Testament,” The Expository Times 
3 (1891-2): 129-30; George Milligan, “The Doctrinal Significance of the Revision,” The Expository 
Times 7 (1895-96): 377-79, 435-54; 8 (1896-97); 171-75; Llewelyn J. Evans, “Doctrinal Significance 
of the Revision," Presbyterian Review 4 (1883): 275-307; William Caven, "The Revision of the 
Bible as a Whole," Presbyterian Review 7 (1886): 85-86. 


82 



The American Standard Version 


tians 5:17. 39 The word for “conversion” is rendered actively— except ye 

instead of passively, “be converted” (Matt. 18:3; cf. 13:15; Mark 
4:12; Luke 22:32; John 12:40; Acts 3:19; 28:27). “Foreordained" (Rom. 
8:29; Eph. 1:5) is favored over “predestinated.” Shifts relevant to other 
questions can be seen. The rendering “and" (I Cor. 11:27), sometimes al¬ 
leged to be anti-Catholic, is modified to “or.” The ethical problem raised 
by the word “borrow” in the KJV is avoided by using “ask” (Exod. 3:22; 
12:35). The implication that God "deceived" the prophet is avoided by 
using “persuaded" (Jer. 20:7). In the substitution of "Servant" for "Child” 
(Acts 3:13, 26; 4:27,30), the Christ is identified with the Servant of Jehovah 

in the Book of Isaiah. 

The ASV distinguishes between “demons" and the “devil” —which dis¬ 
tinction the KJV had neglected—but also gives emphasis to the person¬ 
ality of the devil in the shift from “evil" to “evil one" (Matt. 5:37; 6:13; 
John 17:15; Eph. 6:16; II Thess. 3:3; I John 5:18), though giving a marginal 
reading “evil.” “Evil" could be evil men, impersonal evil, or both; “the evil 
one" can only be the devil. For the phrase ho poneros the KJV had 
"wicked one" at I John 5:18 but had “wickedness” at IJohn 5:19. The 
choices of both the ASV and KJV are of doubtful validity since there is 
no objective way by which one can know whether ho poneros is "the evil” 
or "the evil one.” The use of a masculine pronoun in the ASV in Mark 
13:14 suggests that the “abomination of desolation” is a person, but there 
is no certainty. “Abomination of desolation" might require a neuter pronoun. 

Besides the shift in translation from “Holy Ghost” to “Holy Spirit" in 
all occurrences, the ASV dropped the restricting addition “unto him" in 
John 3:34. The masculine pronoun is used for the Holy Spirit where the 
KJV had a neuter (Rom. 8:16, 26; Eph. 4:30), and the present tense is used 

in I Thessalonians 4:8 for the giving of the Spirit. The omission of a 
supplied “of,” resulting in a reading “of water and the Spirit" (John 3:5), 
removes the possibility of a baptism of two actions. 40 “Through” replacing 
“by” suggests Christ as the mediator rather than as the source of creation 

(John 1:3; I Cor. 8:6). Modification in the insertion or omission of the 
definite article suggests changes of meaning, e.g., “a temple" (I Cor. 3:16). 
We also have “the outer darkness ... the weeping" (Matt. 8:12; cf. 13:42, 
50; 22:13; 24:51; 25:30; Luke 13:28), "the wrath” (Rom. 5:9), “the white 

39 C. J. Ellicott, Considerations on the Revision of the English Version of the New Testament 
(New York: Harper & Brothers, 1873). p. 25, n. 1. 

Roberts, "Renderings and Readings." pp. 129-30. 549-50. 


turn 




83 



THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NIV 


robes ... the great tribulation (Rev. 7:13-14), the city ... the foundations” 
(Heb. 11:10), and “the sin" (Heb. 12:1). This policy of using the article 
because it was in the Greek sometimes gives a non-English use of “the"; 

e.g., “the life” (Matt. 6:25). 

The RV and ASV dropped the words “damn," “damnation,” “damnable,” 
and “damned,” insisting that because of current usage they carried false 
ideas. They were replaced by "judge,” “judgment,” “condemn,” "con¬ 
demned," and “condemnation." The shift from “hell” to “Hades” in ten 
passages while retaining “hell" in only fourteen has theological implica¬ 
tions in its eschatalogical teaching. Some have also seen such implications 
in the shift from “everlasting” to “eternal” in describing life and punish¬ 
ment. 41 In the KJV, II Timothy 3:16 affirms two things —that Scripture is 
inspired and is profitable; but in the ASV it affirms only one—that inspired 
Scripture is profitable. The other translation is carried in the margin. 

The ASV corrects those passages where it has been recognized that the 
KJV missed the proper translation. For example, “Easter” is deleted from 
Acts 12:4. 

Other improvements include a more uniform spelling of personal and 
place names. The ASV also reckons with the difference between Hebrew 
and English psychology. The “heart" is used for the psychological and 
emotional functions ascribed in the KJV to “bowels" and “reins." God tries 
“the minds and hearts" (Ps. 7:9; Jer. 17:10; 20:12). Jeremiah no longer 
complains that God “is in their mouth, and far from their reins” (Jer. 12:2); 

and one no longer reads “receive him, that is, my own bowels” (Philem. 12). 
One reads “my heart instructed me” (Ps. 16:7) where the KJV had “my 
reins." Nevertheless, “reins” (the kidneys) is unfortunately retained in the 
ASV at Job 16:13; Lamentations 3:13; and Revelation 2:23. “Bowels" is 

retained when used for the physical organ (II Sam. 20:10)—even though 
it may convey a distasteful picture to the modem reader (cf. II Sam. 7:12)— 
but is replaced by “anguish” (Jer. 4:19) or “heart" (cf. Gen. 43:30) when 
used in a psychological sense. Another correction is seen when “sincere 
milk" becomes “spiritual milk" (I Peter 2:2). Many animals that are named 
in the KJV of the Old Testament are given a different identification in the 

ASV. 42 


Doctrinal Significance/* p. 306; Milligan, "The Doctrinal Significance, 


p. 174. 


41 Evans, 

42 bL M. Whitney, "The Latest Translation/' 61 (April 1904): 257-58. 
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Great gain is made in intelligibility in the ASV by dropping some 

archaisms and modernizing English speech and spelling. “Prevent” gives 
way to “precede" (IThess. 4:15; etc.) and “peculiar people" to “a people 
for his own possession" (Titus 2:14; etc.). The ASV substituted “a” for 

before nouns beginning with an aspirated h and before the letter o, 
so that one no longer has to read “an one” (I Cor. 5:5), “an hungered” 
(Matt. 4:2), “an high priest” (Heb. 5:5), and the like. Nevertheless, a word- 
by-word check reveals that the revision was not consistent in the elimi¬ 
nation of archaic words. For example, the verb “espy” occurs six times in 
the KJV and is retained once (Gen. 42:27) in the ASV. “Study,” eliminated 

in II Timothy 2:15, is retained in I Thessalonians 4:11. Other cases can be 
found where archaic words, such as “certify” (II Sam. 15:28; Ezra 4:14, 16; 

5:10; 7:24), have been removed from the New Testament but are retained 
in the Old Testament. 

It is not to be concluded that the ASV renderings were in every case 
superior to those of the KJV. For example, Jonah 1:13 has “rowed hard to 
get them back to the land,” which does not improve “to bring it back to 
land.” Luke 10:18 speaks of “Satan fallen as lightning from heaven.” One 
cannot see lightning “fallen”; hence the KJV rendering “fall” is preferable. 
The ASV correctly used the same verb, but in another tense, as “fallen" 
in Revelation 9:1. Another case is “horses’ bridles into their mouths” 
(James 3:3). The KJV correctly has "bits." “Our redemption" (Eph. 1:7) 

does not improve “redemption.” “His child” (Matt. 10:21) supplies a pro¬ 
noun not in tbe Greek. “Hats” in Daniel 3:21 (KJV) is superior to “mantles” 
(ASV). 

In some cases the ASV continues the obscurities of the KJV. Examples 

in point are the twenty-eight occurrences (Exod. 16:23; Lev. 23:36; Num. 

29:35; etc.) of “solemn rest" or “solemn assembly” derived from the Latin 

solumnis meaning a “fixed” or “stated” meeting. “Swellings” (II Cor. 12:20) 

is unintelligible. “Now we see in a mirror, darkly” (I Cor. 13:12) would be 

clearer if it were “indistinctly." Matthew 5:48 would be better stated as an 
imperative paralleling in structure Luke 6:36. 


an 


Since 1901 

The most serious matter for consideration in evaluating the ASV is 
what has happened in the world since 1901. Those eighty years were one 
of the most productive periods of exploration and discovery in Palestine, 
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and of the diligent study of linguistics, communications, and comparative 

Semitics. It would be a sad commentary on human mentality if those years 
had cast no light on the problem of Bible translating. No translation is 
perfect; none is final; all are subject to improvement; and the ASV is no 
exception. 

The ASV had the fate of being made just before significant manuscripts 
were discovered of both Old and New Testament material. This rendered 
it out of date before it had a fair chance to displace the KJV in popular 
esteem. In the Old Testament area these manuscripts include the Cairo 
Geniza find, the Dead Sea Scrolls, and the Aleppo Codex, which moved 

knowledge of the state of the text from the twelfth to fourteenth centuries 

back to the tenth century, and in the case of sections, back to the second 
century B.C. Philip Schaff stated in 1877 that there were about 1,500 manu¬ 
scripts of the Greek New Testament that had been compared. 43 Now there 
are 5,358 manuscripts and fragments known. The Washington Gospels 
give us a significant new uncial. Though some papyri had come to light 

before the twentieth century, it is the age of papyrus discoveries. There 
are now eighty-six known papyrus portions of the New Testament. Of 
these, the Chester Beatty and the Bodmer Papyri are the most significant. 

Knowledge of the ancient versions of Scripture has also materially in¬ 
creased. 44 The Sinaitic Syriac found by Mrs. Lewis and Mrs. Gibson in 
1892 is a witness to the state of the text about A.D. 150. As a result of 
these discoveries, scholars can talk about the state of the text of portions 
of the New Testament in the third century whereas previously they were 
restricted to materials from the fourth century—the date of the great 
uncials, Vatic anus and Sinaitic us. 

The Westcott-Hort theory of textual criticism, though still very influ¬ 
ential, has largely been replaced in textual study by the Eclectic Principle 
in which each variant reading is judged on its own merits in the effort to 
determine what the scribe would likely have written. 

These discoveries and textual studies would suggest that in rare cases 
the text of the Old Testament followed by the ASV had lost phrases that 
can be restored by consulting the ancient versions, such phrases as “Let 
us go out to the field" (Gen. 4:8); “Why have you stolen my silver cup?" 
(Gen. 44:4-5); “I shall become weak, and be like any other man” (Judg. 


43 Schaff T On the Revision „ p. xjcv* 

^Kenyon, Our Bible, p. 319; B, M, Metzger, The Early Versions of the New Testament (Ox¬ 
ford Clarendon Press, 1977). 
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16:13); and the alternative, "but if the guilt is in thy people Israel, give 
• Thummin” for the lot casting (I Sam. 14:41). The ancient versions seem 
correct in having ' she rather than he in Ruth 3:15 and So be it, O 
Lord” in place of "Jehovah said” (Jer. 15:11). The reading “ 00315 ’' from 
Symmachus seems preferable to that of snares (Ps. 11:6). Manuscript 
discoveries suggest needed changes; for example, where the ASV reads 
“he cried as a lion” (Isa. 21:8), the Qumran scroll reads “a watchman cried 


out. 


In numerous cases the new materials add support to the textual judg¬ 
ments made in the New Testament by the ASV. For example, the variant 

whom he is well pleased” (Luke 2:14), as against “peace, good will to 

has support from Qumran hymns. The Bodmer manuscripts, P 66 


a - 


in 


men, 

and P 75, omit the troubling of the waters passage (John 5:3b-4) which 
was dropped to the margin in the ASV. They omit the adulteress passage 
(John 7:53- 8:11) which the ASV set off from the text as a problem. They 
omit the giving of the bread to the disciples (John 6:11) and the adjective 
“Holy” (John 7:39) which the ASV omitted. In certain cases specific var¬ 
iants chosen hy the ASV have gained support; for example, the inclusion 
of the second cup at the last supper (Luke 22:19b-20). The second cup is 


in P 75. 

In some cases, new evaluation of the evidence supports moving a mar¬ 
ginal reading given by the ASV into the text while moving the reading of 
its text into the margin (Matt. 4:23; 5:25; 11:9; 14:24, 29; 17:22; 19:4; 
21:12; 22:23; 24:31; 26:20; 27:24; 28:6; etc.). Finally, there are those cases 
where it would seem that the text followed by the ASV is in need of 
correction. The variant “and he who marrieth her when she is put away 
committeth adultery” (Matt. 19:9) is rejected in modem textual study. 
“Only God” (John 1:18) is supported as against “only begotten Son”; but 
“his” (John 6:52), which is bracketed in the UBS text, may be spurious. 
“Not yet given ” (John 7:39; cf. Acts 19:2), perhaps a scribal addition, is 
not in P 66, P 75, and other weighty witnesses. "He who is bom of God 
keeps him” improves on “keepeth himself' (1 John 5:18). There are other 
cases, as 1 Corinthians 13:3 which has the variants “burned” and “boast” 
(UBS and Nestle Greek texts), where the weight of the evidence is still 

under debate. 


There are some cases where the new evidence supports the reading 
followed in the KJV against that followed in the ASV. For example, 
"church of God” (Acts 20:28) has gained support against "church of the 
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Lord. “Tempt Christ in the KJV (I Cor. 10:9), found in P 45, is now better 

supported than “make trial of the Lord” of the ASV. These illustrative 
cases in the various categories are in no sense exhaustive of the new light 
cast on the New Testament text since 1901. The interested student should 
go through the examples cited in a textual commentary. 

The ASV appeared just as significant changes in ideas about the nature 
of New Testament Greek developed. Under the impact of nonbiblical pa¬ 
pyrus discoveries and of the thesis of A. Deissmann, the idea was advanced 
that the New Testament was written in Koine Greek, the language of 
ordinary people of the Roman world, rather than in either a special lan¬ 
guage of the Holy Spirit or a “biblical Greek." The appearances of the 

Twentieth-Century New Testament, The Bible—An American Translation, 
the translation of Ferrar Fenton, and that of Weymouth (though these 
translations had their limitations and were not destined to displace the 
KJV) showed that new winds were beginning to blow in translation phi¬ 
losophy. Archaism could not permanently maintain itself. 

The meaning of some obscure words in the Old Testament has been 
clarified by the discovery of many new languages in the Semitic world, the 
study of comparative Semitics, and the discovery of specific objects. These 
discoveries have broadened the base for defining a biblical word. New 
linguistic tools have appeared in the Old Testament area in the form of 
the Brown, Driver, Briggs Lexicon , the Kohler-Baumgardner Lexicon , and 
now Botterweck’s Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament that is 
slowly being issued. With the fourth edition of the Kittel Bible, called 
Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia to distinguish it from the third edition, 
an improved critical text of the Old Testament is available. 

In the New Testament area, information from the classical Greek sources 
has been made available in the Liddell-Scott Jones Greek-English Lexi¬ 
con ; that from the papyri and other Koine sources in the Moulton-Milligan 
Lexicon, the Bauer Lexicon of New Testament Greek revised and aug 
mented by Gingrich and Danker, and the Kittel Theological Dictionary 
of the New Testament. Light from patristic sources is available in the 
Lampe Lexicon of Patristic Greek. Grammars include those of Moulton- 
Howard-Tbmer and of B1 ass-Debrunner-Funk. New critical Greek texts for 
students include those of the United Bible Societies, third edition, and the 
twenty-sixth edition of the Nestle. The International New Testament 
Manuscript Project promises an even better tool for establishing the text. 
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It is not at all suggested that these tools radically change the biblical 

message, but each new insight is a welcome one for the English reader. 
Illustrations of vocabulary changes needed in the Old Testament as a 

result of discovery would include “brooding over 
“Reed Sea" for “Red Sea" (Exod. 15:4; etc.), “lapis lazuli" for “sapphire" 

(Exod. 24:10; etc.), “glaze” for “silver dross” (Prov. 26:23), “upsurgings of 
the deep" for “fields of offering" (II Sam. 1:21), "sandals” for “shoes" (Exod. 
3:5; etc), "incense altars” for “sun images” (Lev. 26:30; etc.), “Beth-haggan" 
(II Kings 9:27) for “the garden house,” “Beth-eked” for “shearing-house" 
(II Kings 10:12), and “pirn” for “file" (I Sam. 13:21). Necho goes “to" rather 
than “against" Assyria (II Kings 23:29), and “Que” is a place instead of 
“in droves" (I Kings 10:28). “Beyond the river" (Ezra 6:6, 13; etc.) is a title 
of a province rather than merely a directional indication; “a thing of nought” 
and “horns” are better as the place names “Lodebar” and “Kamaim" (Amos 

6:13). “Thrtan," “Rabshakeh,” “Rabsaris," and “Rabmag” are now known 

to be titles (as the ASV margin suggests) rather than proper names (II Kings 
18:17; Jer. 39:13; etc.). “Syrian" (II Kings 18:26; Ezra 4:7; Isa. 36:11; Dan. 
2:4) is now “Aramaic.” 

Assyriology revealed that tbe word rendered “glory” should be “liver,” 

thought at that time to be the seat of the emotions (Ps. 16:9). “Negeb” 
(Num. 13:17) would be an improvement over what may suggest confused 
geography in the KJV and ASV. The conjunction of I Chronicles 5:26 
should be explicative, “namely," since Pul is an alternative name for Tilgath- 
pileser. “Inkhom” (Ezek. 9:2, 3, 11) should be “writing kit." 

Greek finds have made an equal contribution to New Testament vocab¬ 
ulary. “Beelzebul” (Matt. 10:25; 12:24) is preferred to “Beelzebub,” “I have 
received full payment" to “I have all things" (Phil. 4:18), “scroll” to “book” 

(Luke 4:17, 20; Rev. 5:1; etc.), and “letter” to “epistle” (II Cor. 3:1; Col. 
4:16; etc.). Other improved readings would favor “pure” rather than “with¬ 
out guile” [adolon ; 1 Peter 2:2), “impossible” rather than “void of power” 
(Luke 1:37), “generous” rather than “single" (Matt. 6:22; Luke 11:34), "idle" 
rather than “disorderly” (IThess. 5:14; IIThess. 3:6, 7, 11), and “delight 
in riches” rather than “deceitfulness of riches" (Matt. 13:22; Mark 4:19). 
The Greek word opse (Matt. 28:1) is almost certainly "after” rather than 
“late on." “Serjeants" (Acts 16:35, 38) should be something like “magis¬ 
trates. A papyrus letter demonstrates that paidagdgus is not “tutor" 
(I Cor. 4:15; Gal. 3:24, 25), but is “guardian" or “custodian." “Diana" (Acts 
19:24ff.) is more correctly “Artemis." These word changes are only a few 


for “moved (Gen. 1:2), 
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of the examples that could be given. Only a word-for-word examination of 

the vocabulary of the Bible using modem lexicons could reveal the full 
contribution of discovery to vocabulary. 


Revision Needed 


Despite the unquestioned motives and the quality of scholarship of the 
men who produced it, despite the long, careful attention given to details, 
the ASV, like all works produced by men, has from the beginning had its 
problematic renderings. Some arise through failure to carry through on the 
policies set up. Though an effort was made to render a Greek word in each 
of its occurrences by the same English word, complete consistency was 
not achieved. Out of seventeen occurrences of charisma .only three (Rom. 
5:15, 16 [as KJV and RV]; 6:23) are rendered by the redundant “free gift”; 

there is also one case (Rom. 5:18) where the term “free gift" is supplied 
by the translators, but the other instances are rightly “gift.” Teleios is 
“fullgrown man” (Eph. 4:13; I Cor. 2:6) or “man” (I Cor. 14:20), but else¬ 
where (Phil. 3:15; Col. 1:28; 4:12; Heb. 5:14'”; James 3:2) is “perfect,’’ a 

word which may convey a misconception to the reader. There is also little 
reason to render the verb katartizein as “perfect” (Heb. 13:21; I Peter 

5:10; etc.). In the parable of the virgins (Matt. 25:1-13), in the midst of 

twenty-one uses of the past tense, the ASV has two cases of the present— 
“is” (v. 6) and “come” (v. 11). “Come” has become “came" in current print¬ 
ings, but the “is" remains. The KJV consistently used the past tense 
throughout ** Apaggellein is “to bring ... word” (Matt. 28:8), but is also 
“told” (Luke 24:9)! * 

Differing Greek phrases are rendered alike—“knowing their thoughts”— 
in Matthew 12:25 and Luke 11:17. Also, confusion is created by the ren¬ 
dering of two different Greek words in the same context by one English 
word: “Bear ye one another’s burdens" {bare; Gal. 6:2) and “For every man 
shall bear his own burden” {phortion ; Gal. 6:5; margin, “load”). The prod¬ 
igal did not eat the “husks” (Luke 15:16; cf. Num. 6:4), but the “pods” of 
the carob tree. A rendering “the preaching of foolishness" (I Cor. 1:21), 
instead of “the foolishness of the preaching,” could have avoided the pos¬ 
sible misconception that preaching is foolishness. 


s Wliitney. "The Latest TYanslation." 59 (1902): 220ff. 
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Other problems arise through a failure to give a proper sense to the 
passage. Surely the translators did not ask what their sentence said when 
they rendered ki as “for” in II Chronicles 26:23. Where would they have 
buried Uzziah if he had not been a leper? It would seem that ki should in 
this case be “although.” Though a literal rendering, what is a “bow of 

brass" (II Sam. 22:35; Job 20:24; Ps. 18:34)? Do men make bows out of 
brass? Another case is “some of them they will kill and persecute" (Luke 
11:49; ASV and RSV). Can a man be persecuted after he is killed? Though 

one alternative is to have some 
construction likely should be taken as a hendiadys for "persecuted to the 
death." Luke 12:49 reads, “What do I desire, if it is already kindled?" 

which seems to say, “What do I care?"; however, “How I wish” (NIV) 

would clarify the statement. 

Surely the translators did not examine what they were saying in 
I Corinthians 15:19: “If we have only hoped in Christ in this life, we are 
of all men most pitiable.” The verse should read something like, “If only 
for this life we have hoped in Christ” (NIV). “For” as the rendering of gar 
gives trouble in Mark 16:4: “They see that the stone is rolled back: for it 
was exceeding great." By its rendering of the particle de, the ASV makes 
every member of the Corinthian church to be a member of each of the four 


killed” and some “persecuted (NIV), the 


parties into which the Corinthian church was split: Each one of you saith, 
I am of Paul; and I of Apollos; and I of Cephas; and I of Christ” (I Cor. 
1 :12). The problem could have been avoided by rendering de as “or.” What 
does "shadow ... cast by turning" (James 1:17) mean? Who are “widows 
indeed" (I Tim. 5:3)? What does “our heart is enlarged" or “be ye also 
enlarged” (II Cor. 6:11, 13) mean to the reader? What is the meaning of 
“It shall turn out unto you for a testimony" (Luke 21:13)? Finally, the 
expression “He will give it you" (John 16:23) in ordinary English would 
have "it 


receive you. 

The adversative use of kai, most frequently rendered “and," is not ad¬ 
equately recognized. In the following cases “but” would be better than 
“and”: “but they likewise received" (Matt. 20:10), “but they feared the 
multitude" (Mark 12:12), “but they were all afraid of him” (Acts 9:26), “but 
yet unto me" (Acts 10:28), “but the same Lord” (I Cor. 12:5), “but Satan 
hindered” (IThess. 2:18), "but the whole world” (I John 5:19), “but there 

shall not enter" (Rev. 21:27), “but the throne of God” (Rev. 22:3), and “but 
he said” (Rev. 22:9). 
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Though the ASV was a marked improvement over the KJV in consistent 
use of proper names, particularly those of well-known major characters, 
improvement is still needed for names of minor characters. The translit¬ 
eration of Hebrew letters is not consistent. The dagheshed letter kaph 
in a name is transliterated “Kittim" (Gen. 10:4; etc.); but it is also "Chidon” 
(IChron. 13:9), “Chilmad” (Ezek. 27:23), and “Chesed” (Gen. 22:22). The 
undagheshed kaph is “Cozeba” (IChron. 4:22), and “Cub” (Ezek. 30:5), 

but elsewhere it is “Chelub" (IChron. 4:11), “Chezib” (Gen. 38:5), and 
“Chileab" (II Sam. 3:3). The spellings “Mica” (II Sam. 9:12; etc.) and “Mi- 
caiah” (I Kings 22:8; etc.) occur for kaph, but "Michael" (Num. 13:13; etc.) 
and “Michal” (I Sam. 14:49) also occur. 

One encounters “Elasah" (Ezra 10:22; Jer. 29:3) and “Eleasah" (I Chron. 
2:39, 40; 8:37; 9:43) for the same name, though applied to different char¬ 
acters. There is “Imla” (II Chron. 18:7, 8) and “Imlah” (I Kings 22:8, 9). 

“Eladah" is changed to “Eleadah” (I Chron. 7:20), but “Dilean" is changed 

to "Dilan” (Josh. 15:38). The second vowel of these names is the same in 
Hebrew in the two cases. If one can dispense with “Timotheus" in favor 
of “Timothy,” then why not “Silvanus" in favor of “Silas" (II Cor. 1:19; 
I Thess. 1:1; II Thess. 1:1; cf. Acts 15:22, 32,40)? Why have both "Stephen" 

and “Stephanus”? 46 

Other inconsistencies can be seen. Though removing “candle” and 
“candlestick" from Matthew 5:15, the ASV retained “candlestick” fre¬ 
quently in the Old Testament and in Hebrews 9:2 for a piece of tabernacle 

and temple furniture but also for other sources of light (II Kings 4:10; Dan. 
5:5). It also used “candlestick" in tbe Book of Revelation in numerous 
places as a symbol of the churches (1:12, 13, 20; 2:1, 5; 11:4). The oil lamp 
(not the candle) was the source of light in the Old and New Testament 
periods. Though dropping “Holy Ghost,” the ASV retained “gave up the 

ghost” fifteen times. There is the inconsistency that Jesus gives up the 
“ghost” in Mark 15:37, 39, but in Luke 23:46 he has commended his 
“spirit” to God (Matt. 27:50; Luke 23:46). Stephen also commits his “spirit” 
to the Lord (Acts 7:59); but when the dead revive, it is their “spirit,” not 

their “ghost,” which returns to them (Luke 8:55). One encounters “Sabaoth” 
(Rom. 9:29; James 5:4) for the divine name which was “hosts” in 
the Old Testament (Ps. 80:14), with no hint that they are related; there is 


46 J. Shillidy, "Transliteration of Proper Names in the Revised Version of the Bible," Expository 
Times 9 (1897-1898): 238-39. 
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"leathern girdle” (Matt. 3:4; Mark 1:6) but also “girdle of leather (II Kings 
' 1:8), “forbare” (I Sam. 23:13; IlChron. 25:16; Jer. 41:8) but also “forbear” 
(Exod. 23:5; Deut. 23:22; I Kings 22:6; etc.), and “fishermen" (Luke 5:2) 
but also “fishers" (Isa. 19:8; Jer. 16:16; Ezek. 47:10; Matt. 4:18, 19; Mark 
1:16, 17). Though dropping "com" and “cornfields” in favor of “grain" and 
"grainfields,” the ASV retained “ears” (cf. Matt. 12:1) in nineteen cases 
where “heads” would be what Americans would say. Furthermore, the 
troublesome “whale" remains (Matt. 12:40) for what is “fish" elsewhere, to 

give the same sort of problem noted about the KJV. 

There are other examples of the breakdown of consistency. Elohim is 
rendered “God” (Ps. 8:5; KJV: “angels"), but when the Psalm is quoted in 
Hebrews 2:7 with angeloi, the ASV uses “angels.” The ASV uses "Com¬ 
forter” (as KJV), with “Advocate" in the margin, as the rendering of par- 
adetos (John 14:16, 26; 15:26; 16:7), but does just the reverse in I John 

2:1 (KJV has “advocate"). To translate the same word “transfigure" (Matt. 
17:2) and “transform” (Rom. 12:2; II Cor. 3:18) may obscure a connection. 
“Living soul” (Gen. 2:7) is used for man, but “living creature” (Gen. 1:24; 
etc.) is used when rendering the same term for beasts. Both “privately" 
(Matt. 24:3; etc.) and “privily" (I Sam. 24:4; Acts 16:37; etc.) are used. 

The ASV has areas that need improvement. Consider that there is a 
better way of describing the sound the lion makes tban “yell” (Jer. 2:15), 
that tbe term “wise men" would be better rendered “magi" (Matt. 2:1), and 
that “pant” (Ps. 42:1) is not the action suggested in the relevant Hebrew 

verb. “Drink ye all of it” (Matt. 26:27, ASV and KJV) has “all” in the wrong 

■ 

place, leading the unlearned to a doctrine of total consumption. “Thou 

sbalt not forswear yourself" (Matt. 5:33) is not as clear as “you shall not 

swear falsely" (RSV) or “do not break your oath" (NIV); “against the day 

of my burying" is clearer when rendered “for the day” (John 12:7). "Unto 

God" (II Cor. 5:13,15) should be “for God.” Revelation 22:5 needs a “shall”— 

"shall need no light of lamp”—to match the tense of the other two words 
of the sentence. 

Though in general the ASV is one of the most literal of the English 
translations, there are cases where it has not been literal. There is no 
Hebrew word for “frame” in Judges 12:6. “Believer" (margin, “sister"; I Cor. 
9:5) is not a literal rendering; neither is “All hail” (Matt. 28:9) nor “God 
of truth" (Isa. 65:16; margin “Amen”; cf. Rev. 3:14). The rendering of 
I Kings 20:23 is not literal. In that verse, rather than a singular, the Maso- 

retic Text has a plural “gods"; but the Septuagint made a substitution 
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to avoid phraseology offensive to monotheism. There are cases of unnec¬ 
essary supplying of possessive pronouns: “his philosophy” (Col. 2:8), and 
"his child” (Matt. 10:21). The phrase “God forbid, 
instances (Luke 20:16; I Cor. 6:15; etc.), is not literal. However, not all of 
the ASV additions are had. “Godliness is a way of gain" (I Tim. 6:5) 

larges "gain is godliness." “Joshua” (for Greek “Jesus”) clarifies Acts 7:45 
and Hebrews 4:8. 

The translators of the ASV readily made additions in italics which affect 
its literalness. Some of these additions seem necessary: "How is it that 
we could not cast it out?" (Mark 9:28) and “the more the prophets called 
them, the more they went from them” (Hos. 11:2). However, there are 
numerous cases where words supplied to complete the meaning are not 
italicized; for example, “may” (Ruth 1:11), “aught" (Ruth 1:17), “fast" (Ruth 
2 :8), “ ‘his’ child” (Matt. 10:21), and “ ‘our’ redemption” (Eph. 1:7; Col. 

1:14). The ASV followed the KJV in rendering pneumatikos as "spiritual 
gift” in Romans 1:11 but as “spiritual gift" in I Corinthians 12:1. “Could” 
is inserted by both versions (Judg. 1:19) without italics to supply what 
seems a defect in the Masoretic Text. The ASV also retains italics from 
the KJV which unduly change the meaning of a passage. Both the KJV 
and the ASV were reluctant to have Stephen pray to Jesus. The KJV had 
“calling upon God and saying, Lord Jesus"; the ASV had “calling upon 
the Lord and saying, Lord Jesus”; but the RSV and NIV correctly drop 
the unjustified addition and read, “He prayed, ‘Lord Jesus, receive my 
spirit’ ” (Acts 7:59). Another case is the addition of “our” in the phrase 
“finisher of our faith” (KJV) and “perfecter of our faith” (Heb. 12:2, ASV). 
The addition goes back to TVndale. Without the addition, it is Jesus’ own 
faith that is perfected; with the addition it is the believer’s faith. “The 
perfecter of faith" (NASB) would be literal. 47 Another case is the insertion 
of “daughter” after “virgin” in three instances in I Corinthians 7:36ff. to 
give a certain interpretation of an obscure passage—an interpretation that 

is at least open to question. Since italics in current usage signifies em¬ 
phasis, it is not surprising that though the margin suggests uncertainty, 
the addition of “words” to give “spiritual words” (I Cor. 2:13) often invites 
an emphasis upon the phrase that is not in the original at all. 


retained in fifteen 


en- 


47 Principal Brown, "Some Minor Gains of the Revised Version of the New Testament and Some 
of the Reverse," Expository Times 3 (1891-92): 260. 


94 



The American Standard Version 


The aim at literalness of the ASV caused it to duplicate Semitic con¬ 
structions that are not native to English. The most common examples are 

Behold,” and “and" used too frequently. There are 


ft ti 


“And it came to pass, 

other Semitisms even more strange, such as the genitive absolute construc¬ 
tion, “in blessing, 1 will bless" (Gen. 22:17) which should be “I will surely 
bless." Still others are “die the death" (Mark 7:10) and “with desire I have 
desired" (Luke 22:15). There is the use of the verb “add” meaning “to 
continue”: “he added and spake a parable" (Luke 19:11). There is the 

genitival construction which uses the word “God": “fire of God” (Job 1:16), 
"terror of God” (Gen. 35:5), and “the mount of God" (Exod. 4:27; 18:5; 

I Kings 19:8). These should be “mighty fire,” “mighty terror,” and "mighty 

mountain." There is the use of the genitive with adjectival force: “spirit of 

infirmity" (Luke 13:11), “the gospel of the glory" (meaning “the glorious 

gospel,” I Tim. 1:11), and “the liberty of the glory" (meaning “the glorious 

liberty"; Rom. 8:21). Though many of the cases of the construction "son 

of" or “children of,” giving characteristics of a person rather than his 

descent, were translated into corresponding English phrases, many others 

are noted in the margin. For example, "sons of the bride-chamber" (Mark 

2:19; Luke 5:34) are “companions of the bridegroom.” In these cases the 

margin would be better in the text; but other cases are left unexplained: 

"sons of this world" (Luke 16:8), “sons of light” (John 12:36), “sons of 

disobedience" (Eph. 2:2), “son of peace” (Luke 10:6), "children of wrath” 

(Eph. 2:3), “son of the devil" (Acts 13:10), “children of light" (Eph. 5:8), 

and others. Other Semitic idioms which are continued but which need 


translation are “horn of my salvation (IISam. 22:3, “seed" for “descen¬ 
dants” (Mark 12:19,20; Rom. 4:13; etc.), and “old and full of days" (I Chron. 
23:1). 


Numerous cases may be cited where the ASV has the preferable ren¬ 
dering in the margin rather than in the text. The margins are excellent 
sources for exegesis. Later translations have followed them. Though in 
some cases (e.g., John 8:34) the ASV comes nearer the idea of dnulos by 
its rendering “bond-servant” than did the KJV which had “servant." In 


others servant is retained in the text and “bond-servant" only makes the 

margin (Luke 17:7; Titus 1:1). Preferable to either of these renderings is 

“slave," the current English equivalent of doulos. Isaiah 9:6 continues in 
the ASV with the punctuation “Wonderful, Counselor” but the margin 

drops the comma. Another case of a better margin is at II Peter 2:4 where 
"hell” is in the text, but “Thrtarus 


is in the margin. Religious teachers 
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have made use of this marginal note. Colossians 4:15 has “Nymphas and 

the church that is in their (margin: “her") house." John 12:2 has “sat at 
meat” (margin: “reclined"). The marginal reading “pasture lands 
erable to the text’s “fields of the suburbs” (Lev. 25:34; Num. 35:2, 3, 4). 
In the margin, words are recognized as titles of Assyrian officials (Jer. 

39:3; Isa. 20:1; 36:2ff.; II Kings 18:17), but they are proper names in the 
text. “Oracle” (Isa. 14:28; 15:1; etc.) is preferable to “burden," and “stew¬ 
ardship" (I Tim. 1:4; cf. I Cor. 9:17) to “dispensation." “Buildeth up" (I Cor. 

8:1) is belter than “edifielh," and “sons of tumult” (Num. 24:17) would be 

better as “sons of Sheth,” as in the margin. “Gazelle" is more meaningful 

than "Dorcas” (Acts 9:36). There are other cases far too numerous to list 
(cf. Prov. 6:13; John 1:5). 


is pref- 


The American Standard Version and Current English 

Many constructions in the KJV, judged by modem standards to present 
grammatical problems, are continued in the ASV, though not with the 
same prevalence. Adverbs like “sore” (Acts 4:2; etc.) and “exceeding" 
(Mark 16:4; Luke 23:8) need an ly to complete them, but would preferably 
be modified to “greatly," “very,” or “very much.” One encounters “sore 
troubled," “sore afraid,” “sore displeased," “sore distressed," and “wept 
sore” (Acts 20:37); but one also encounters “sore” describing the severity 
of a famine (Gen. 47:13). In the ASV in a few instances the wrong case is 
used: we read, “save we two" (I Kings 3:18) and “save he that is from God” 
(John 6:46}. 4B “Yourselves” is used as a subject (I Thess. 2:1; 3:3; 5:2; 
II Thess. 3:7). There is “but myself” (Esther 5:12; cf. 6:6), “as myself" 
(Philem. 17), “having under myself soldiers” (Matt. 8:9), “hear from him¬ 
self" (John 7:51), and “turned herself back" (John 20:14) where “turned 
back" is adequate. “Less," a comparative (Heb. 7:7; etc.), is used awkwardly 
in the phrase “less than all seeds” (Matt. 13:32; Mark 4:31). In the epithet 
“James the Less” (Mark 15:40), no comparison is stated. “Both” is used 
for more than two (Acts 19:16; 23:8) where, in keeping with Koine usage, 
“all" would be preferable. 

In striving for literalness, the ASV sometimes imitates Hebrew and 
Greek word order and puts the speaker first where current use demands 
a reversal lest the speaker appear ill-mannered: “I and the Father" (John 


Save" with the nominative is used by Shakespeare, but should now be abandoned. 
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10:30), “Jehovah watch between me and thee" (Gen. 31:49), concerning 

hie and concerning thee" (Josh. 14:6), "me and thee” (Matt. 17:27), and 
“to me and Barnabas" (Gal. 2:9). There are cases of the hanging clause 
which is natural to Hebrew but considered illiterate usage in English: 
“Jehovah, he is God" (I Kings 18:39); “Now Hannah, she spake” (I Sam. 
1:13); “Whosoever..., he is debtor" (Matt. 23:18); and “John, whom I 
beheaded, he is risen” (Mark 6:16). 

There are instances in which the wrong preposition is used. “Of” (e.g., 
Matt. 1:18; Acts 23:27) and “against” (Exod. 19:15) are used where “by” 
is needed; “of” where “in" is needed, as in “lame of his feet" (II Sam. 9:3); 
and “to” where “with" is needed (Acts 15:15). The phrase "Abraham to 

father” (Matt. 3:9; Luke 3:8) should be “as our father,” “to him they 
agreed” (Acts 5:40) should be “with him,” and “in him" should be “at him” 
(Mark 6:3). Furthermore, the ASV continued using “a" unnecessarily in 
verbal constructions: “the ark was a preparing” (I Peter 3:20) and “1 go a 
fishing” (John 21:3). The expressions “fat-fleshed" (Gen. 41:2, 18), “return 
back” (Matt. 24:18), “close sealed" (Rev. 5:1), “from whence” (Job 2:2), and 

“the which" (Heb. 10:11) are redundant. 

Coleridge said, “A truth couched in archaic diction is, largely or wholly, 
to some or to many, out of view.” 49 The language of the ASV is translation 
English, not the native idiom. It is a language that was never spoken or 
written in any country at any time. The Old Testament examples of English 
words in Hebrew word order can be multiplied: “He that... taketh it, to 
him will I give Achsah” (Judg. 1:12); “and if we drink of thy water, I and 
my cattle, then will I give the price thereof” (Num. 20:19); “gat him up 
upon his mule" (II Sam. 13:29); “the king, and all the people that were 
with him, came weary” (II Sam. 16:14); “Now the name of the man of 
Israel that was slain, who was slain with the Midianitish woman, was 
Zimri” (Num. 25:14); and “Now Boaz went up to the gate, and sat him 
down there" (Ruth 4:1). “Reproach her not" (Ruth 2:15) is improper word 
order for both Hebrew and English. At times Hebrew structure is carried 
through Greek into English in the New Testament, as in “Male and female 

made he them" (Mark 10:6). 

A major cause of the quaintness and awkwardness of the language of 
the ASV is the frequent use of reversed word order: “wash not” (Matt. 
15:2), “defileth not" (Matt. 15:20), “charged he" (Matt. 16:20), “they under- 


our 


49 cited in H. M. Whitney, “The Latest TVanslation, - ' Bibliotheca Sacra 60 (My 1902): 453. 
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stood not the saying (Mark 9:32), “they marveled all" (Luke 1:63), 

not" (Luke 7:13), “clean every whit" (John 13:10), “faith unfeigned" (I Tim. 

1:5), and “brother beloved" (Philem. 16). Another cause is the use of the 

auxiliary verb “did" in past-tense constructions like “did grind" (Judg. 

16:21), “did eat” (Gen. 3:6, 12, 13; Matt. 15:38; Mark 1:6; Luke 6:1), “did 

... spit” (Matt. 26:67), “didst hide” (Matt. 11:25), “didst suck” (Luke 11:27), 

“didst teach” (Luke 13:26), “didst send” (John 17:8), and “didst put” (Heb. 

2:8). The expression “shut to the door” (Gen. 19:10; Luke 13:25) is likely 
a Briticism. 

The New Testament also has English words in Greek structure: “And 

they ate, and were all filled: and there was taken up that which remained 
over to them of broken pieces, twelve baskets” (Luke 9:17); “my hrother 
had not died” (John 11:21); “What do we? for this man doeth many signs” 

(John 11:47); and “finding nothing how they might punish them" (Acts 
4:21). In II Cor. 3:10 one encounters only English words, all of which can 
be understood, but the sentence is a Greek construction, not an English 
one, and is hardly intelligible: “For verily that which hath been made 
glorious hath not been made glorious in this respect, by reason of the glory 
that surpasseth.” The RSV clarifies the idea: “Indeed, in this case, what 
once had splendor has come to have no splendor at all, because of the 
splendor that surpasses it.” The ASV maintains Ephesians 1:3-14 and 
Colossians 1:9-17 each as one long complicated sentence because they are 
one sentence in Greek. 

Because the ASV tried to use the vocabulary of Tlidor and Jacobean 
authors (sixteenth—seventeenth century), it was an artificially created an¬ 
tique when it appeared, and eighty years have only made its language more 
outdated. Of the list of archaic words in the KJV compiled by the makers 
of the RSV, the ASV retains sixty-five; 50 however, this list does not exhaust 

the archaisms in it. 

While the ASV was making an effort to update the language of the 
KJV by the use of modem spellings and the elimination of archaisms that 
would be misunderstood, some new archaisms, not in the KJV, were cre¬ 
ated, such as "howbeit,” “per ad venture," “holden,” “aforetime," “sojourn,” 

“must needs" (Luke 14:18; 21:9), “would fain” (Luke 13:31; 15:16), “be¬ 
hoove” (Luke 24:26), and “egress” (Ezek. 43:11; 44:5). In seventeen cases 

50 George Dahl, "The Authorized Revisions of the King James Version," in An introduction to 
the Revised Standard Version of the Old Testament by members of the Revision Committee 

(New York: Thomas Nelson & Sons, 1952), p. 22. 
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the word “haply” is joined to the word “lest" (cf. Matt. 4:6; 7:6; Luke 4:11) 

' where the KJV did not have it. The ASV also increases the number of 
times the word “ward” is used in such phrases as “thee-ward” (I Sam. 19:4), 
“to us-ward” (Rom. 8:18), “to you-ward" (Gal. 5:10; Col. 1:25; I Thess. 5:18), 
and “Godward" (II Cor. 3:4). It uses “thitherward” (Jer. 50:5; Rom. 15:24) 
and “thereunto" (Exod. 36:36; Deut. 1:7; Isa. 13:15, margin; Eph. 6:18). 

Where the KJV had “your treasure ... your heart" the ASV has “thy 
treasure ... thy heart" (Matt. 6:21). Where the KJV had “in the evening" 
the ASV has “at eventide" (Gen. 8:11), and where there was “had sworn” 

(Acts 7:17) there is “vouchsafed.” 

The ASV is replete with other archaisms that make the communication 
of God’s Word to the uninitiated more difficult. There are the old English 

thy," “thine," “thee,” and “thou" —all used for addressing 


pronouns: ye, 

man, God, and beast. Unlike some have contended, these forms do not 


show special reverence for God since they are also used in derogatory 
statements like “thou son of the devil” (Acts 13:10) and “Get thee behind 

me, Satan" (Matt. 16:23). If this usage creates a binding, or even an ad¬ 
mirable example, then everyone should be talking like the early Quakers. 

In the ASV these pronouns are accompanied by the old English forms of 

verbs that end in “th”: "doth” (Luke 22:26), “hath," “believeth,” “sweareth," 
“saith,” “bringeth,” “crieth,” “goeth," "runneth," “longeth,” and the like. 
Out-of-date tenses are used: “forgat” (Gen. 40:23), “sware,” “brake,” “tare” 

(II Kings 2:24; Mark 9:20; Luke 9:42), “bare,” “spake," “clave” (Gen. 34:3), 

“chode" (Gen. 31:36), “baken” (Lev. 6:21), “wreathen” (Exod. 28:14), “es¬ 
pied” (Gen. 42:27), “laded" (Gen. 44:13), “crew” (Luke 22:60), “wetted” 

(Luke 7:44), “durst” (Mark 12:34; Luke 20:40), “hungered" (Luke 4:2), and 
“digged" (Mark 12:1). 

There are archaic numbers: “sixscore thousand,” “fourscore,” “three¬ 
score and ten,” “ninety and nine," “thrice," and others. While Abraham 
Lincoln may have created an English classic with such phrases, they are 
archaic and are no more sacred than “a hundred and twenty thousand,” 
"eighty,” “seventy,” “ninety-nine," and “three.” 

The accurate communication of God’s Word is seriously hampered by 
the use in the ASV of those archaisms which now have acquired a different 

meaning. Few would know that “mean man” (Isa. 2:9; 5:15; Prov. 22:29; 
cf. Acts 21:39) is only the 

only “fill” (Gen. 1:28). God’s “unspeakable gift” (II Cor. 9:15; cf. I Peter 
1:8) is his “indescribable gift.” “Pitiful” (Lam. 4:10) is “compassionate,” 


common man, and that “replenish" means 
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and “apart (Matt. 17:1) means “by themselves” rather than that the 
tain is “apart." “Denounce" (Deut. 30:18) merely means “to tell, 
fected” (Gal. 3:3) means “ended,” “parts” (Matt. 2:22; 15:21; 16:13) means 
borders" or “regions," “bread" often means “food" in general (Matt. 15:26; 
16:5; Luke 7:33; etc.), and “meat” means food of any sort rather than solely 
flesh." “Sat at meat” (Mark 6:22; Luke 5:29; 11:37; 22:27) designates 
meal. “Garnished" (Matt. 12:44; Luke 11:25) means “cleansed” rather than 

decorated." “Room" may mean “place" rather than a room in a house 
(Matt. 2:22). “Soul" may mean “the individual" (Rom. 13:1), 

cate” (Gal. 6:6) means “to share,” “science” (Dan. 1:4) means “knowledge, 
a "stalled ox" (Prov. 15:17) is one fed in a stall, an “angle” (Hab. 1:15) is 
a “hook," “patience" means “steadfastness" (Luke 21:19; Heb. 10:36; 12:1; 

James 5:11; Rev. 1:9; 2:2, 3, 19; 3:10; 13:10; 14:12), “band" (Acts 10:1) is 
an army unit, “lord” (Amos 4:1) means “husband," “quit” (I Cor. 16:13) 
means “act," but “be quit of him" (Luke 12:58) means “be rid of." “Defraud 
(I Cor. 7:5) means “deny” or “deprive," “libertines” (Acts 6:9) are men freed 
from slavery, and “gnashed on him" (Acts 7:54) means “ground their teeth 
at him.” “The striker" (Titus 1:7) is not a participant in a labor dispute 
but is a quarrelsome person, “certify” merely means “inform” (II Sam. 
15:28; Ezra 4:14, 16; 5:10; 7:24), “usury” means any interest (Neh. 5:7, 10; 
Hab. 2:7fml, “tender” (Gen. 29:17) means “weak,” "simplicity” (II Cor. 
11:3) means “singlemindedness,” “slime” (Gen. 11:3; 14:10; Exod. 2:3) is 
tar,” “still” means “continually" (Ps. 84:4), “outwent” means “outran 
(Mark 6:33), and “overcharge” means “overload" (Luke 21:34). “Translate 
means “transfer” (Col. 1:13; Heb. 11:5), and “suddenly" means “quickly 
(Isa. 29:5; 30:13). 

A wrong impression may be gained from Acts 17:3 where Paul is “open¬ 
ing and alleging that it behooved the Christ to suffer.” “Alleging” in current 
English suggests affirming that which is of doubtful truth, and that is not 
what Paul was doing. The twenty-two cases of “commune" meaning "to 

talk" (cf. Luke 6:11; etc.) may also confuse the reader. The queen of Sheba 
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with Solomon (I Kings 10:2), and Felix 
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communes 

Paul (Acts 24:26). “Communications" (Luke 24:17) are “conversations. 
City” is used for a small village like “Nain” (Luke 7:11). The serpent is 
called a “beast” (Gen. 3:1), though not now so classified. The admonition 
See that ye fall not out by the way” (Gen. 45:24) is likely to be understood 
as a caution against falling out of the wagons Joseph was supplying or 
against dropping out of the party, as soldiers “fall out." Actually it was a 


communes 
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warning not to quarrel. Joseph had not completely forgotten his brothers 
past. 

"Questionings” (Acts 15:2; I Tim. 6:4) would be better as "discussion." 
James “answers 

better. "Slumbered and slept (Ps. 121:3, 4; Matt. 25:5) now means slept 
and slept”; that the disciples “became drowsy and slept” is preferable. 
"Poll” now is a voting place, but in the ASV it means 
etc.). "Palsied" (Matt. 8:6; Acts 8:7) is now a disease characterized by 

trembling; “paralyzed" would be suitable for the disorder spoken of. “Sa¬ 
luted" (Luke 1:40; etc.) calls to mind a military situation, but the word 
merely means "greeted.” “Strolling Jews" (Acts 19:13) suggests that they 
are walking; “itinerant" is preferable. “Mad" (Acts 12:15; 26:24, 25) now 

“angry" but should be understood in the ASV as “insane, 
commercial transaction, then meant "deliver" (Judg. 2:14; 4:9); 


(Acts 15:13) when no one asks; “spoke up" would be 


a head” (Num. 1:2; 


Sel 


means 
now a 

“lusty” (Judg. 3:29) is now “lustful,” but then meant “strong” or "vigorous." 
“Estate” (Acts 13:50; 17:12) is now a land holding—not a station in life. 
“Privy” is an “outhouse,” not a state of being aware (I Kings 2:44; Acts 
5:2). “Mark" in the ASV means “notice" (Ruth 3:4). “Suffer" means “per¬ 
mit” (Matt. 3:15; 8:21; 19:8, 14; Luke 4:41; 9:59; 18:16; Acts 28:16). “Dis¬ 
pensation” then meant “stewardship" (Eph. 3:2, 9; Col. 1:25; I Tim. 1:4). 
“Advertise" meant “to inform” (Num. 24:14). “Swellings” (II Cor. 12:20) 
meant "conceit,” “providence” (Acts 24:2) meant “provision," “provided” 
(Heb. 11:40) meant "foreseen," "report" (Matt. 4:24) meant “news of him,” 
“knew” (Matt. 1:25; etc.) was used for sexual intercourse, and "mocked" 
(Matt. 2:16) meant “deceived.” “With observation" meant “to be visible" 
(Luke 17:20), “couch" meant "mat" (Luke 5:24), '“save” meant “except" 
(Luke 18:19), and “staves” (Matt. 26:47; Luke 22:52) meant “clubs." “Wor¬ 
ship" (Matt. 9:18) meant “do homage," but now worship is offered exclu¬ 
sively to divine beings. “Visit" (James 1:27) meant “look after the needs 
of.” The “evil eye” (Matt. 20:15; Mark 7:22) meant “envy," not “witchcraft.” 

The coins named in the ASV may have been familiar to nineteenth- 
century Englishmen who used “penny” (Matt. 10:29), “farthing" (Matt. 
5:26; Mark 12:42), “mites" (Mark 12:42), “shilling” (Matt. 18:28; 20:2, 9, 
10; John 12:5), and "pound" (Luke 19:16); but such coins are completely 
foreign to twentieth-century Americans. So also are the weights and meas¬ 
ures: “firkins" (John 2:6), “flagons” (Exod. 25:29; 37:16; Isa. 22:24), "ho¬ 
mer” (Num. 11:32), “cor" (Ezek. 45:14), “ephah" (Zech. 5:6-10), “cubit" 
(Matt. 6:27), and “furlongs" (Luke 24:13). They create a problem for the 
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reader beyond that caused by the transliterated terms. Ordinarily the reader 
passes over them with no clear concept of the quantities involved. 

In some cases the vocabulary of the ASV is so archaic that it conveys 
no meaning at all to the reader unless he is aided. “Murrain" (Exod. 9:3), 
“blains” (Exod. 9:10), “withes” (Judg. 16:7-9), “besom” (Isa. 14:23), 
“emerods” (Deut. 28:27; I Sam. 5:6, 9, 12, margin), “avouched” (Deut 26:17), 
"scall” (Lev. 13:30-37), “pulse" (Dan. 1:12, 16), “hosen” (Dan. 3:21; margin, 
“turbans") “gin" (Pss. 140:5; 141:9; Amos 3:5), “covert” (Ps. 27:5), “quar- 
temions” (Acts 12:4), “concision” (Phil. 3:2), “caul" (Lev. 3:4; Isa. 3:18; 
Hos. 13:8), “maw” (Deut. 18:3; Jer. 51:34), “churl” (Isa. 32:5, 7), 

(Nah. 2:12), “rapine” (Nah. 3:1), “shambles” (I Cor. 10:25), “sottish” (Jer. 
4:22), “drag” (Hab. 1:15), “draught" (Matt. 15:17; Luke 5:4, 9), “draught- 
house” (II Kings 10:27), and “shamefastness” (I Tim. 2:9)—all fall in this 
category. To these may be added the transliterated words like “Raca” 
(Matt. 5:22), “mammon” (Matt. 6:24; Luke 16:9, 11), and “anathema, Mar- 
ana tha” (I Cor. 16:22) which must be interpreted. 

In some cases the reader may guess a meaning from the context, but 
he really has no clear concept of what is meant by the word, or he may 
understand it but seldom use it. “Kine” (Gen. 41:2), “clean passed over” 
(Josh. 4:1), “surfeiting" (Luke 21:34), “travail" (Gen. 38:27; etc.), “upbraid" 
(Matt. 11:20), “constrain” (Matt. 14:22), “straitened the way” (Matt. 7:14), 
“hunger-bitten" (Job 18:12), and “effulgence” (Heb. 1:3)—all fall into this 
group. Other examples are the words “fuller” (Mark 9:3), “contemn” (Ps. 
10:13), “gamer” (Ps. 144:13; Matt. 3:12; Luke 3:17), “bier” (Luke 7:14), 
“mete” (Ps. 60:6; Matt. 7:2; Luke 6:38), “meet” (meaning “suitable"; Luke 
15:32), “sop” (John 13:26), “swaddling clothes" (Luke 2:7, 12), “apparelled” 
(Luke 7:25), 

etc.), “discomfited” (Ps. 18:14), “reins” meaning "kidneys" (Rev. 2:23), “for¬ 
swear" (Matt. 5:33), “undressed” cloth (Matt. 9:16), "assayed to join” (Acts 
9:26), “lucre” (I Tim. 3:8), “vainglory" (Phil. 2:3), and “perdition” (Phil. 
1:28; Heb. 10:39). There is “laded” (Gen. 44:13), “unlade” (Acts 21:3), and 

“lading" (Acts 27:10). There is “determinate counsel" (Acts 2:23), “sub¬ 
orned" (Acts 6:11), “ward” (Acts 4:3), “adventure himself” (Acts 19:31), 
and “consort with” (Acts 17:4). 

The reader can guess the meaning of some words because of familiar 
elements, but the words are still strange: "Cumber" (Luke 10:40; 13:7), 
“gratulation” (Gal. 4:15), “ensample” (Phil. 3:17; IThess. 1:7; IIThess. 3:9; 
I Tim. 1:16; 4:12; I Peter 5:3), “oft” (Matt. 9:14), “oft-times,” “abode,” “was 


ravin 


(Luke 7:37), “bands” (Col. 2:19), “froward” (Ps. 18:26; 


cruse 


102 



The American Standard Version 


her hap" (Ruth 2:3), “betimes (Gen. 26:31; Prov. 13:24) meaning 

(Heb. 12:16). There is “broidered” (Ps. 45:14; 


wont, 

’‘seasonably,’’ and “mess 
etc.), “undersetter" for “support” (I Kings 7:30, 34), “gender” (Lev. 19:19; 

Job 21:10; 38:29), and “headtire” (Ezek. 24:17). There are adverbs like 

"grievously,” “haply,” “privily, 
voked her sore” (I Sam. 1:6), and “sore troubled” (Acts 16:18). There are 

adjectives like “gross” (Isa. 60:2; Jer. 13:16; Matt. 13:15), “uttermost parts” 

(Deut 30:4; Acts 1:8), “brutish” (Ps. 49:10), “divers” (Heh. 13:9), and “evil 

affected against” (Acts 14:2). There are nouns like “malefactor” (Luke 
23:33, 39; II Tim. 2:9) and participles like “purloining” (Titus 2:10) and 

“situate" (Nah. 3:8). 

The largest category of all is that group of archaisms which the educated 
reader likely will understand but which are not the vocabulary of twentieth- 
century speech: “say thee nay” (I Kings 2:17), “bestir" (Joel 3:12), “rent" 
(II Sam. 1:2), “yesternight" (Gen. 19:34; etc.), “yon" (Judg. 5:5), “trafficker” 
(I los. 12:7), "crossway” (Obad. 14), “sojourn” (Ps. 15:1), “tidings" (Gen. 
29:13), “vesture" (Pss. 102:26; 104:6), “extolled” (Ps. 66:17), “man child” 
(Rev. 12:5, 13), “woman child" (Num. 31:18), “wornan-servant” (Gen. 20:14), 
“woman-singer" (Eccles. 2:8), "womankind” (Lev. 18:22; 20:13), “whole” 
meaning “well” (Matt. 9:12, 22; Mark 5:34), “saving” meaning “except" 
(Matt. 5:32; 11:27; Mark 9:29), “nether" (Judg. 1:15), “well stricken in 
years" (Josh. 13:1), “morsel" (1 Sam. 2:36), “lachet” (Mark 1:7; Luke 3:16), 

“aught" meaning “anything” (Matt. 5:23; Luke 19:8), “manifold" (Luke 
18:30), “host” meaning “army” (II Sam. 17:25; etc), “dung it” (Luke 13:8), 

“feign” (Luke 20:20), “magnify" (Luke 1:46; Acts 10:46), “nothing bettered" 
(Mark 5:26), “damsel" (Ruth 2:5; etc.), “fast by" (Ruth 2:8, 21, 23), “fall” 

meaning "turn out” (Ruth 3:18), “sheepcote” (I Chron. 17:7), “to wit" mean¬ 
ing “namely" (I Chron. 27:1), “hard” meaning “closely" (I Chron. 10:2), 
“waxed" meaning "became” (II Chron. 13:21), “far spent” (Luke 24:29), 
“over against" (Luke 24:50), “over against you” (Matt. 21:2), “abide” (Luke 
24:29), “fetch” (Gen. 18:5; etc.), “drew on" (Luke 23:54), “thereabout” (Luke 
24:4), "compass” (Matt. 23:15; Luke 19:43; 21:20), “gotten this injury and 
loss" (Acts 27:21), “howbeit" (Gen. 48:19; etc.), “aforepromised” (II Cor. 
9:5), “scrabbled” (I Sam. 21:13), “must needs" (Luke 21:9), “lodge" (Luke 
19:7), “straightway" (Luke 17:7; Matt. 3:16), “silverlings" (Isa. 7:23), 
upon him vehemently" (Luke 11:53), "straitened" (Luke 12:50), “would 
fain” (Luke 15:16), “heavy with sleep” (Luke 9:32; cf. Matt. 26:43), 
wise" (Mark 16:18), “rend” (Luke 5:36), “in health" (Luke 5:31), “smite 


exceedingly, “hither and thither, 


pro- 


press 


no 
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(Luke 6:29), beseech (Mark 8:22), would not meaning “did not wish 
to” (Mark 9:30), “moved with indignation” (Mark 10:41), “how hardly” 
(Mark 10:23), “sorrowful” (Mark 10:22), “accounted to rule” (Mark 10:42), 
“thereon” (Mark 11:13), “rid you of care” (Matt. 28:14), “noteable" meaning 
“notorious” (Matt. 27:16), "make it as sure" for “secured” (Matt. 27:65), 
“raiment” (Matt. 3:4; 28:3), “give suck” (Matt. 24:19; Mark 13:17), “was 
wroth” (Matt. 22:7), “husbandmen" (Matt. 21:38) meaning "tenants," “stand 
without” (Matt. 12:47), "leaven" (Matt. 13:33), “do iniquity” (Matt. 13:41), 

“in no wise” (Matt. 16:28), “whithersoever” (Matt. 8:19), “befallen” (Matt. 

8:33), “besought” (Matt. 8:34), “fishers" (Matt. 4:18, 19), “thence” (Matt. 
4:21; 5:26), “savor” meaning “saltiness” (Matt. 5:13), “on this wise" (Matt. 
1:18), “parts" meaning “borders" (Matt. 2:22), “privily" (Matt. 1:19), “alms" 
(Matt. 6:2), "assayed” meaning “tried” (Acts 26:21), “no wise” (IThess. 
4:15), “any wise" (IIThess. 2:3), “menstealers" (I Tim. 1:10), “verily, verily” 
(John 3:5), “vaunt" meaning “boast” (James 4:16), “aforetime” (I Peter 3:5), 

“separations” meaning “divisions” (Jude 19), “sup” meaning "to eat" (Rev. 
3:20), “hindermost” (Gen. 33:2; Jer. 50:12), “hindmost" (Deut. 25:18; Josh. 
10:19), “hinder part" (Joel 2:20; etc.), and “strange children" (Hos. 5:7). 

Other strange expressions are “clean passed over” (Josh. 4:1), “clean 
bare” (Joel 1:7), "stanched” (Luke 8:44), and “was like to be” (Jonah 1:4). 
We read that Aaron “cast down his rod” (Exod. 7:10: etc.), but we would 
say “He threw down his rod”; for “Ye have made our savor to be abhorred” 
(Exod. 5:21), we say “You made us to stink”; for “he took to wife” (Exod. 
2:1), we say “He married.” Instead of “When there falleth out any war” 
(Exod. 1:10), we say “If war breaks out.” We would replace “Draw not nigh 

hither” (Exod. 3:5) with “Come no nearer,” “Put off thy shoes from off thy 
feet” (Exod. 3:5) with “Tike off your shoes,” “Put forth thy hand” (Exod. 
4:4) with “Put your hand out.” We say "brothers,” not “brethren.” One 
does not see a doctor because one is “holden with divers diseases" (Matt. 
4:24). We do not say that one army has “discomfited” another (cf. Exod. 
17:13; I Sam. 7:10), nor that it “smote the hindmost" of them (Deut. 25:18; 
Josh. 10:19). 


Conclusion 


The purpose of this study is not to suggest that the ASV is a poor 
version of Scripture, but merely to demonstrate that improvements are 
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needed. The major message of the Bible is clear; the examples of defi- 

r i ( r _ j ii. h . •T*. ^ 

ciencies, numerous as they are, deal with secondary matters. 

Even as late as 1901, homes were lighted by gas and kerosene lamps. 
Electricity was not generally available. Though the telephone had been 
invented, it was not yet widely used. Few people had radios, and no one 
had watched a television program. TYains were available, but the basic 
means of transportation was horse and buggy. Very few people had cars 
and no one had flown an airplane, not even the Wright brothers. The ocean 

could be crossed only hy ship, and the trip took almost thirty days. Each 
winter many people died of pneumonia, for no one had dreamed of miracle 

chugs. Each summer some were crippled with dreaded polio; Salk vaccine 
was yet a half-century away. The ASV represented the best scholarship 
and biblical learning of its time. It is not, however, the final word in Bible 
translation. Scholarship has advanced with the passing of years, and the 
ASV now lags behind. 
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Version alter 

Tiventy-five Years 


he copyright of the American Standard Version (originally 

held by Thomas Nelson and Sons) was acquired and renewed in 1928 by 
the International Council of Religious Education. This council is now the 
Department of Christian Education of the National Council of Churches 
of Christ in the Lnited States, representing forty member churches of the 
Lnited States and Canada. The Council appointed a committee of fifteen 
scholars to consider whether further Bible revision was desirable. Though 
the committee was divided over the urgency of revision, they recom¬ 
mended, after two years of work, that a revision be made. It was stipulated 
that the revisers stay as close as possible to the Tyndale-King James 
tradition while utilizing modem knowledge of the Hebrew and Greek texts 
and their meaning and employing current English. However, the Depres¬ 
sion years brought an interruption in the work. With the passing of those 

lean years, in 1937, upon the committee’s recommendation, the Interna¬ 
tional Council voted to authorize 


revision designed “for use in public 
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and private worship which also would preserve “those qualities which 
have given to the King James Version a supreme place in English litera¬ 
ture." 1 This purpose set the project apart from modem speech translations 
and paraphrases, which are designed primarily for easy reading and as aids 
to study. At the same time, the revisers were not restricted to the use of 

Elizabethan English as their predecessors of 1885 and 1901 had been. 2 

Thirty-two scholars, whose names are carried in the booklet An Intro¬ 
duction to the Revised Standard Version of the New Testament, served 
on the committee making the revision. They represented the faculties of 
twenty universities and theological schools. One Jewish scholar, an expert 
in Septuagint studies, participated. Luther A. Weigle served as chairman 
of the committee. Some committee members were chosen for their knowl¬ 
edge of English literature, others for their experience in conducting public 
worship, and still others for their expertise in biblical scholarship. In ad¬ 
dition, an advisory board of fifty representatives of various churches was 
selected to review the work. The thirty-two scholars were formed into New 
and Old Testament groups, each of which submitted its work for the review 
of the other. Apart from the secretary, who devoted a major portion of his 
time to the project, the revisers received no remuneration other than travel 
and incidental expenses for fifteen years of work. The New Testament was 
published in 1946, the complete Bible (Old Testament and New Testament) 
in 1952, and the Apocrypha (which had not been included in the initial 

plans for revision) in 1956. 

The first printing of the completed Bible produced a million copies; if 
stacked they would have made a pile twenty-four miles high. More than 
three thousand religious services, which were attended by an estimated 

two million people, were held simultaneously across the nation to celebrate 
the publication. 3 

However, despite the massive publicity campaign, like all things new 

in religion, the RSV was both praised and faulted. Some critics objected 
to the National Council and its work; some charged that the theology of 
the revisers had intruded into their work. While some thought the revision 
too radical, others found it too conservative. Some read it avidly; others 


1 Preface to RSV 

2 Luther A. Weigle, "Revision of the English Bible,” in An Introduction to the Revised Stan - 
dard Version of the New 1'testament (n,p., The International Council of Religious Education, 1946). 

3 H,G, May, 'The RSV Bible and the RSV Bible Committee;' Perspective 12 (Fall 1971): 21& 
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publicly burned it. 4 Although Moffatt (1913), Smith-Goodspeed (1923), 

' Phillips (1947), and others had offered translations, the appearance of the 
RSV was for many people the first major challenge to the KJV/ASV 
domination of the English Bible field. It therefore has borne the brunt of 
the criticism of new versions. 

Now that the RSV has been on the market for more than twenty-eight 

years, perhaps we have gained perspective enough to evaluate it. With the 
passing of these years, the heat generated by some of the prejudicial 
charges first levied has somewhat subsided, as the charges have been found 

to be without validity. Its promoters have categorically denied that the 
translators had any connection with the Communist party, and fair-minded 
people have accepted that. 5 Other personal charges against the translators 
also are heard less frequently now. The trend is to recognize that a version 
must be evaluated upon the merit of its renderings and not upon the 
background out of which it came. We sing songs composed by men with 
whom we disagree hecause the songs have merit, and in the same way we 
read translations made by men with whom we disagree because they also 
have merit. We reject both the songs and the translations when the prob¬ 
lems outweigh the merits. 

Editions of the RSV printed on India paper and bound in black leather 
have become available to those who objected to the red-covered modem- 
book appearance of the first edition. Those who objected to its being 
copyrighted should know that all English Bibles, including the KJV and 

ASV, were copyrighted when first issued. The King James still enjoys 
copyright protection in Britain. It is only right that the purity of the text 
he protected and that the investment made by the publisher be safeguarded. 
The RSV will not become public domain until A.D. 2008, but ten years 
after its initial publication by Thomas Nelson and Sons, the right to publish 
it was granted to five other firms. Use of the royalties from the sale of the 

version has been restricted to further work on the actual text of the Bible. 6 


4 R. L. Roy. Apostles of Discord (Boston: The Beacon Press. 1953). pp. 203-11; S. M. Gilmour, 

New ‘Textus Receptus?" Christianity lb day 4 (September 26, 1960): 6-10. 

An Open Letter Concerning the Revised Standard Version of the Bible " (New York: Division 

of Christian Education, National Council of Churches of Christ in the USA, n.d.). 

®Luther A. Weigle, “The Standard Bible Committee, 

Old list a men/, ed. H.T. Frank and W.L. Reed (Nashville/New York: Abingdon, 1970), pp. 29-41; 
"The Scriptures: The Revised Standard Version of the Bible, 

1959, ed. Benson Y. Landis (New York: National Council of Churches of Christ in the USA. 1959) 


5 L < 


in Translating and Understanding the 


* in Yearbook of American Churches 


109 



THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NIV 


The Text 


In the revision, changes from the ASV had to be agreed upon by a two- 
thirds vote of the total committee. The revisers of the Old Testament 
claim to have followed the consonantal Masoretic text except in those 
places (e.g., Judg. 16:13; Isa. 1:29; etc.) in which it is assumed that other 
vowels give a better reading; where errors in copying can be corrected by 
recourse to the Greek, Aramaic, Syriac, and Latin versions (e.g., Gen. 4:8; 
Deut. 32:8; I Sam. 14:41; I Kings 10:28-29; etc.); or where conjectural 
emendation seemed necessary to correct the text (cf. Ps. 2:11; Amos 6:12; 
etc.). Qumran material was followed in thirteen cases in the Book of Isaiah. 
Seven of these cases also had the support of the ancient versions (Isa. 
14:30; 15:9; 45:2; 49:24; 51:19; 56:12; 60:19). Although second thoughts 
concerning some of the thirteen cases were expressed later, readings from 
Qumran in Isaiah 21:8 and 53:11 are judged by scholars to be well estab¬ 
lished. In the RSV, verse rearrangement was done at Exodus 22:1-4 to give 
the sequence of verses 1, 3a, 4, 2, 3b to produce a more logical order of 
thought. Footnotes ordinarily indicate cases of departure from the Maso¬ 
retic text, but no note accompanies the reading “Edom" for “Syria" (II Sam. 
8:12) or that of “sea" created by a new division of the Hebrew letters 
(Amos 6:12). Departures from the Masoretic text are more numerous (as 
many as six hundred instances) in the RSV than in either the KJV or the 
ASV. 7 

Although the Westcott-Hort type of Greek text for the New Testament 
was dominant when the RSV committee began its work, the committee 
came to realize that “no one type of text is infallible" and that “each 
reading must be examined on its own merits." 8 Their textual work is 

therefore a representative of the so-called Eclectic Principle. T\yo hundred 

and forty-three textual variants are cited in the footnotes of the New 

Testament. 9 In general, the readings chosen are to be found either in the 


pp. 304-8; H. G. May, "The Revised Standard Version After TVventy Years,"McCormick Quarterly 
19 (May 1966): 305. 

7 Millar Burrows, <u The Revised Standard \fersion of the Old Testament/' Supplements to Vetus 
Testamentum (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1960), 7:214; O. T. Allis* "R.S.V. Appraisal: Old Testament/ 1 

Christianity Today 1 (July 1947): 21. 

8 F. C. Grant, "The Greek Text of the New Testament* 

Standard Version of the New Testament, p, 4L 

®RobertG. Bratcher, Why So Many Bibles ? (n.p,, The Evangelical Foundation, Inc., 1961) 
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text or margin of the seventeenth edition of the Nestle Novum Testa- 
men turn Graece (1941). 10 Discovery of the Washington Gospels, papyrus 
fragments, and especially the Chester Beatty Papyri —the oldest known 
copy of the letters of Paul—disclosed an earlier state of the text than was 

previously known. 


Vocabulary 

In the Old Testament revision, use was made of the increased knowledge 

of the Semitic languages, sometimes giving a meaning quite different from 
the traditional interpretation. The note system at times calls attention to 
such cases, but the instances are more numerous than the use of the 
abbreviation "Cn" in the notes (cf. Judg. 16:13, Isa. 1:29) suggests. The 
minority opinion in the committee is sometimes reported in the notes 
introduced by "Or" (e.g., Gen. 1:1, 2; I Kings 10:22). 

The revisers also benefited from the study of the vocabulary, grammar, 
and idiom of the New Testament which resulted from the Egyptian papyrus 
finds. A. Deissmann’s theory of Koine Greek as the language in which the 
New Testament was written sheds new light upon the meaning of Greek 
words. 

Of equal significance were the changes made because the English lan¬ 
guage itself is continuously changing, so that once accurate translations 
no longer say what they did when the translation was made. Some words 
are no longer in use. The reader is even more confused by words which 
are still in use but which have taken on a different meaning. The RSV 
revisers did not attempt a new translation. Their work was considered a 
revision; changes were made only for good reason, but the end product is 
a more thorough revision than was the ASV. Rather than printing each 
verse as a separate paragraph (as in the KJV), the RSV paragraphed thought 

units (as in the ASV) with verse numbers printed throughout the para¬ 
graphs in smaller type at the top of the line. 


n 


Disputed Features 

In the matter of specific verses, the rendering “young woman" for ‘ai 
mah_ in Isaiah 7:14 has without doubt created more discussion than any 

1 "Grant, “The Greek Tfcxt." p. 41. 

1 'Millar Burrows, "The Revised Standard Version of the Old Its lament,'’ pp. 208-9. 
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other single point. ‘Almah is a feminine form whose masculine counterpart 
‘elem is rendered “stripling” or “youth” in its two occurrences (I Sam. 

17:56; 20:22). Both masculine and feminine forms come from ‘alam, a 

root meaning “to be mature.” 'Almah is found seven times in the Hebrew 
Bible, and in no case does it indisputably refer to a married woman. While 
some occurrences of the word are very clear, others are ambiguous. Outside 
the Bible, its use for a woman no longer a virgin can be cited from the 

Aramaic Thrgum of Judges 19:1 and from the Palmyrene language where 
it is used for harlots. In Ugaritic it is used for the goddess Nikkal and for 

Lady Hurriya. In one text it is parallel to the word for woman. Bethulah 
(rather than ‘almah ) is the term used in the Old Testament when technical 
virginity is under discussion. It is striking that none of the Greek, Latin, 
or English Bibles prior to the RSV have consistently rendered 'almah as 
“virgin” in all of its occurrences. The Septuagint used par the nos (virgin) 
in some cases and neanis (maiden) in others. The Latin Vulgate used 
virgo (virgin), puelia (girl), and adolescentulae (female adolescents). The 
KJV uses “maid” in Exodus 2:8 and Proverbs 30:19, and “damsel" in 
Psalm 68:26 (25). The ASV uses “maiden,” “damsel,” and “virgin,” with 
“maiden” also given in the margin at Isaiah 7:14 where “virgin” is in the 
text. All of these show that “young woman” is a possible rendering for 

'almah. Tbe RSV has “virgin” as a marginal reading of Isaiah 7:14, a 
reversal of what the ASV did. 

The sign of which Isaiah speaks is likely not the child but the time it 
takes a child to be bom and to grow up to the age of choice. The statement 
of Isaiah 7:16 about the coming of age of the child is parallel in meaning 
to another statement made in Isaiah 8:4. The claim that a “sign” must be 
a miracle, a contention at least as old as the time of Tertullian, will not 
stand up under linguistic investigation (cf. Exod. 3:12; Isa. 8:18; 20:3). Still 
another sign involving a span of time is encountered at Isaiah 37:30. 

There was no virgin birth, of course, in Isaiah’s day, but this episode of 
which the prophet speaks prefigures tbe virgin birth of our Lord. Matthew, 
in citing the passage, is likely using a typological form of fulfillment of 
prophecy in chapter 1:23 just as he does in the cases of Rachel's weeping 
for her children (2:18) and of “Out of Egypt have I called my Son” (2:15). 
The RSV rendering of Isaiah 7:14 would permit such a typical fulfillment. 
The New English Bible, The Jerusalem Bible, Phillips’ Four Prophets, 
and Today’s English Version all render ‘almah in Isaiah 7:14 by “young 
woman.” The New American Bible, issued by Catholics in 1970, because 
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of special episcopal intervention in the matter has virgin 
carries a note explaining that the word really means 
clear teaching concerning the virgin birth of Jesus in Matthew 1:18-23 and 
in Luke 1:26-28, the RSV cannot justly be charged with denying the virgin 
birth. The Isaiah passage has been the subject of debate since the beginning 
of the Christian era, and the RSV merely stimulated a reexamination of 

the passage. 

An initial criticism involved the dropping in the RSV of “begotten” 
from the KJV phrase "only begotten son” (John 3:16) as a rendering for 
monogenes. However, additional examination reveals that the KJV itself 
rendered monogenes as “only” in Luke 7:12; 8:42; and 9:38. Monogenes 
occurs ten times in the New Testament. In view of its use to describe such 
figures as Jairus’ daughter, the widow’s son, and the epileptic child (as 
well as Jesus), the claim that “only begotten” in a unique way expresses 
Jesus’ sonship hetter than “only” does is without validity. Since women 
do not beget sons, monogenes could not be rendered “only begotten” in 
Luke 7:12, and the child must be the "only son” of his mother. Monogenes 
derives from genos (“sort” or “kind”) rather than from gen nao (“to beget”). 
While the Old Latin Version used unicus (“only”) for monogenes, Jerome 
inconsistently introduced unigen it us (“only begotten”) as the rendering 
for some of the occurrences of monogenes. Though Tyndale had used 

“only son,” the KJV (as well as other English Bihles, beginning with the 
Great Bible) seems erroneously to have followed Jerome's lead in its ren¬ 
dering “only begotten." A considerable number of current evangelical 
scholars believe that the RSV is not at fault in its rendering. The NIV, 

when issued in completed form, used “one and only" (with “only begotten" 
as a footnote) for this expression. 


in the text but 
maiden." With its 


12 
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'^Robert G. Bratcher. “A Study of Isaiah 7:14," Bible TYanstator 9 (1958): 97-126; John Scullion, 
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Sometimes the RSV was criticized for concurring with decisions that 
had already been made in the ASV. The dropping, on textual ground, of 
the phrase “through his blood" (Col. 1:14) is an example. The phrase is 
well attested as authentic in Ephesians 1:7 but is a harmonization not 
supported by any ancient Greek manuscript in Colossians 1:14. The RSV, 
along with all other accurate translations, clearly teaches redemption 
through the blood of Jesus (Matt. 26:27-28; Mark 14:24; John 6:53-56; 
Acts 20:28; Rom. 3:23-25; 5:8-10; I Cor. 10:16; 11:25-27; Eph. 2:13; Heb. 

9:12-14, 22; 13:12, 20; I Peter 1:2, 19; I John 1:7; 5:6; Rev. 1:5; 5:9; 7:14; 
12 : 11 ). 

Yet another criticism of the RSV has been its handling of passages in 
which there are textual problems. For example, Mark 16:9-16 was printed 

in the first edition as a footnote, but in the latest printing is included in 

the regular type of the text and is accompanied by a note. However, all 
texts and Bibles since the time of Westcott-Hort (1881) have in some way 
indicated that this passage offers textual problems. Westcott-Hort set off 

the passage in their text in double brackets. The ASV set it off from the 
text by a space. The NEB prints both the so-called short and the long 
endings, each separated from the text by a space and accompanied by an 
explanatory footnote. The GNB heads the section “An Old Ending to the 
Gospel." 

The RSV gives a similar treatment to the story of the woman taken in 
adultery (John 7:53—8:11), at first printing it in the notes, but since 1971, 
setting it off in the text by a wide space and a note. All Greek texts and 
English versions since the time of Westcott-Hort have also used one means 
or another to indicate a textual problem in this section. The NEB prints 
it at the end of the Gospel. It seems that the manner of indicating textual 
problems is solely a matter of judgment, and one cannot really claim that 
one method is better than another. The ASV’s use of space to indicate 

this textual problem makes the problem less obvious to the unlearned 
reader, but the obscuring of information does not prove to be an advantage. 

The RSV attempts to indicate direct address by the use of quotation 

marks. Since neither Hebrew nor Greek identifies direct address in this 

way, an element of judgment is involved, particularly in the Gospel of John 
where the ending point of an address is not always clear. Such a passage 

is seen in John 3 where the RSV ends the quotation at verse 3:15, making 

John 3:16 a statement of the author rather than of Jesus. The point at 
which Jesus’ speech ends has been a matter of debate in recent years, and 
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the RSV indicates the difference of opinion in a footnote. A like ambiguity 

the end of a quotation is found in Revelation 19:10. The red-letter 


over 

Bibles (not a part of the 1611 edition of the KJV) make the same type of 
judgment. Older versions (KJV and ASV) that use no quotation marks or 
other indications of direct speech did not have to commit themselves on 


the matter. 


Reception of the RSV 

While enjoying the phenomenal sale of more than twenty-five million 
copies of the New Testament and of the complete Bible in its first twenty- 
five years, 14 and thirty million up to 1974, 15 the RSV has by no means 
displaced the KJV in popular use. The American Bible Society estimated 
that in 1969 the KJV still outsold its nearest competitor three-to-one. 

Nor has the RSV stemmed the spate of English translations, unparal¬ 
leled since the days of the Reformation, that our generation has seen. The 
New English Bible, which was begun before the RSV and was not intended 
as a rival to it, appeared in 1970 with tremendous publicity. Also, in 1970 
Catholics carried through to completion the New American Bible. The 
Lockman Foundation published the New American Standard Bible in 
1971. The American Bible Society issued the Good News Bible, edited by 
R. Bratcher, which sold the phenomenal number of fifty-two million copies 
of the New Testament (under the name Today’s English Version) before 
the completed Bible appeared in 1976. 16 Evangelicals prepared the New 

International Bible and, after issuing the New Testament in 1973, released 

some books of the Old Testament between 1973 and 1977. The completed 

Bible was published in 1978. The past generation has seen translations of 

the New Testament by individuals such as J. B. Phillips and, more recently, 
William Barclay. 

These Bibles all differ from the RSV. The RSV attempts to revise the 
wording and style of the ASV while retaining the flavor of the KJV. Except 

l4 Personal letter to the author from Howard N, Woodland* Executive Secretary, Division of 

Christian Education* National Council of Churches of Christ in the USA, dated October 29, 1970, 

15 H. G. May, '"Revised Standard Version, 

Press, 1974), p, 49. 

lH G, E. Jones, “Another 'Readable' Bible* But Is It Any Better?" L\S, A lews & World Report 

81 (December 20, 1976): 54; Eugene A. Nida, Good News for Every One (Waco, Tfexas: Word 
Books, 1977)* p. 115. 
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for the New American Standard Bible, the recent translations shrive to be 
independent of earlier versions and are modem speech translations. What 

their ultimate success will be remains to be seen. The paraphrasing ten¬ 
dencies in the NEB, in the TEV, and in the New Testament of Phillips make 

them inadequate for detailed study of the Bible. The TEV’s use of language 
intelligible to people without much formal education limits its ability to 

express many shades of meaning found in the original. Those who are not 
concerned about details of the biblical message may find these versions 
edifying reading, for they are quite readable. From them one can learn the 
general trend of the hihlical message, but for detailed study, the RSV is 
one of the best versions now available. It uses reasonably current English, 
the results of archaeological discovery, and current linguistic knowledge. 
Compared with the treatment of the text of the NEB (where there are 
many rearrangements), the RSV is a conservative revision. 

A concordance to the RSV produced by electronic methods was pre¬ 
pared in 1957. An analytical concordance to the New Testament was issued 
in 1979. Gospel Parallels , edited by B. H. Throckmorton, using the RSV 
text, appeared in a third edition in 1967. The version has also been the 
basis of such commentaries as The Interpreter's Bible, Torch Bible Com¬ 
mentaries, Peake's Commentary, New Bible Commentary, Broad- 
man Bible Commentary, and The Living Word Bible Commentary. 
It has been used in dictionaries like the Interpreter's Bible Dictionary, 
has been adopted by many churches as the Bible to be used in both church 
worship and in Bible school, and has been used in a host of Bible study 
materials. It has been recorded as a talking book for the use of the blind. 

A Catholic edition of the RSV, issued in 1966 by the Catholic Biblical 
Association of Great Britain, contained sixty-seven changes in the New 
Testament text and certain changes in the note material, all congenial to 
Catholic thought. The notes laid more stress on tradition than did the 
original edition of the RSV. The Deutero-canonical books were placed 
among the Old Testament books. Sixteen passages of the New Testament 
which the RSV carried in the footnotes were restored to the text. It seems 
that the more poorly attested reading was chosen at Mark 13:33 when the 
variant “and prayer” was inserted. Translation changes were made at Mat¬ 
thew 1:19; 12:41-42; Mark 3:3Iff.; Luke 1:28 (with no Greek textual sup¬ 
port); Luke 8:19ff.; John 7:34; Romans 5:5; 8:11; 9:5; and Ephesians 1:14. 

The change from “brothers” to “brethren” (Matt. 12:46), accompanied by 
a note, allowed room for the contention that Jesus had no brothers. Prot- 
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estants would take exception to the note accompanying Matthew 16:18-19. 

' The appendix of the edition carried a complete list of the changes. 

In May, 1966, shortly after the issuing of the RSV-Catholic Edition, the 
Oxford Annotated Bible, which has the regular RSV text (including the 
Apocrypha), was approved for use by the Catholic Church when it received 
the imprimatur of Richard Cardinal Cushing, Archbishop of Boston. 18 This 
step marked the first time in four hundred years that Catholics and non- 
Catholics read from the same Bible with official approval. The KJV (def¬ 
initely a Protestant production) was never a common Bible. In 1973 the 
RSV Common Bible was issued with a special arrangement of the Apoc¬ 
rypha in recognition of its usage by Catholic, Orthodox, and Protestant 
groups. 19 While Catholics may now also read the JB (1966) and the NAB 
(1970), Protestants are not likely to make any great use of these; thus the 
RSV is the leading contender to become the Bible used by some readers 

in all the divisions of Christendom. 

Among evangelicals there continues to be a divided mind on the usa¬ 
bility of the RSV. While some outstanding leaders, though recognizing its 
defects, have found it usable, 20 others continue to be quite vocal in de¬ 
nouncing it. 21 This controversy led to the launching of a new translation 
project (the NIV) under the auspices of the Evangelical Theological Society 
and the New York Bible Society. Christianity Today of September 27, 


17 


17 Adam Fox. "RSV CE (NT).” Theology 69 (1966): 164-70; B. M. Metzger, "RSV Modified for 
Catholics," Christianity Tbday 11 (1966): 44. 46; Luther A. Wcigle, "The Scriptures: The Revised 
Standard Version," in Yearbook of American Churches for 1965, ed. Benson Y. Landis (New 
York: National Council of Churches of Christ in the USA, 1965), pp. 291-94; “The Scriptures: The 
Revised Standard Version " in Yearbook of American Churches for 1966, ed. Benson Y. Landis 

(New York: National Council of Churches of Christ in the USA, 1966), pp. 229-31; "The Scriptures: 

The Revised Standard Version of the Bible," in Yearbook of American Churches for 1967, ed. 

Benson Y. Landis (New York: National Council of Churches of Christ in the USA, 1967), pp. 230-33. 

18 James Daniel, “At Last: One Bible for All Christians,” Readers Digest 90 (May 1967): 112 16; 

R. A. Kraft, review of Oxford Annotated Bible with Apocrypha . ed. H. G. May and B. M. Metzger, 

in JBL 85 (1966): 486-89; James M. Ward, review of The Oxford Annotated Bible with the 

Apocrypha {Revised Standard Version ), ed. H.G. May and B. M. Metzger 
27 (Summer 1973): 46. 

,9 H.G. May, "The Revised Standard \fersion Bible,” Vetus Tbstamentum 24 (1974): 239-40; 
R. Swanton. "Common Bible," The Reformed Theological Review 32 (1973): 99-100. 

20 D. G. Bamhouse, “I Have Read the RSV,” Eternity 24 (April 1970): 4; George E. Tbdd. “RSV 

Appraisal: New Testament," Christianity Tbday 1 (July 1957): 7-11; Edwin M. Good, "With All Its 
Faults,” Christianity Tbday 5 (January 16, 1961): 306 7. 

2I ( >■ I. Allis, Revision or 

Publishing Company, 1948). 
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1968, carried a lively exchange between R. Laird Harris 22 and Stanley E. 

Hardwick 23 over whether or not the project was necessary and desirable. 
Harris denounced the RSV, but Hardwick argued that it is adequate. 


Changing Editions 


Unlike most previous translation committees which disbanded when 

their product was published, the Standard Bible Committee which pro¬ 
duced the RSV has continued in active existence. Additional members 
were appointed to replace deceased members and to enlarge the ecumen¬ 
ical aspect of the committee. It is composed of thirty-four members, in¬ 
cluding five Roman Catholics, one Greek Orthodox, and one Jewish person. 
The committee’s purpose is to have charge of the text of the Revised 
Standard Version of the Bible, to recommend when revision should be 
made, and to make revisions or new translations as the sponsoring body 
authorizes. 24 Meetings of the committee were held in 1954, 1959, 1965, 
1968, and 1970, and more recently, annually. 

Over the past years some church committees, like those of the Missouri 
Synod Lutheran and the Christian Reformed churches, as well as some 

individuals, have made evaluations of the RSV and submitted them to the 
Standard Bible Committee. 25 Such a procedure will likely prove to be the 
only effective means of producing changes in future editions. Millar Bur¬ 
rows, one of the translators, made a minute comparison of the differences 
between the Old Testament of the RSV and that of the KJV and published 
it under the title Diligently Compared and Revised, New York: Nelson, 

1964. 


As a result of the various evaluations and criticisms of the 1946 edition, 
the New Testament issued in the completed Bible of the RSV in 1952 was 
emended in eighty places. Some changes were made in the interest of 
consistency. Since “sanctify” was used in the Old Testament, the words 


Do Evangelicals Need a New Bible Translation? Yes/' Christianity Ibday 


22 R, Laird Harris 
12 (September 1968): 1242, 1244-46. 

23 Stanley E. Hardwick, “Do Evangelicals Need a New Bible Translation? No," Christianity 
Today 12 (September 1968): 1243, 1246'47. 

24 H.G. May, "The RSV Bible and the RSV Bible Committee/ 1 Perspective 12 (Fall 1971): 

217-34; B. M. Metzger, “TVials of the Translator/ 1 Theology Thday 33 (April 1976): 99. 

25 Haro Id S. Bender, Chester K. Lehman, and Millard C. Lind, The Revised Standard Version: 
An Examination and Evaluation (Scottdale, Pennsylvania: Herald Press, 1953), pp, 145-46. 
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“sanctify” and “sanctification” were restored in some passages where con- 
secrate” and “consecration” had been used in 1946 and had provoked 
criticism. 2 ® Other changes are in Luke 24:28; John 8:53; 11:50; 17:2; Acts 
17:28; I Corinthians 4:5; Philippians 1:7; II Timothy 3:8; I John 3:10. 

In 1959 the committee considered about two thousand other criticisms 
and suggestions that had been made between 1952 and 1959, recom¬ 
mending about two hundred changes. These have appeared in all printings 
since October 1, 1962. Some changes concerned capitalization, punctua¬ 
tion, and footnotes, but others dealt with wording in the interest of clarity 
and accuracy. “A son of God” becomes “the Son of God" in Matthew 27:54 

and Mark 15:39; “married only once” becomes “husband of one wife" in 
I Timothy 3:2, 12 and Titus 1:6 or “wife of one husband” in I Timothy 5:9. 

Examples of other changes are “from” (“then from my flesh I shall see 
God") for “without” (Job 19:26), “bread” for “loaf” (Matt. 7:9; I Cor. 10:17), 

“is he” for “be he” in Matthew 21:9 and parallels, “ask nothing of me” for 
“asked me no questions” (John 16:23), and “for this life only” for “If in 
this life we who are in Christ have only hope” in I Corinthians 15:19. 
“Come to life again” and “did not come to life again” (Rev. 20:4, 5) are 
now “came to life” and “did not come to life.” 27 

At a meeting held in 1968 the matter of “You/Your” forms for divinity 
was considered, but it was decided that though these forms are becoming 
more popular, the time was not then right for this change. 28 Of particular 
note is the fact that the committee considered this usage to be solely a 
matter of tradition and expediency. Such distinctions do not exist in He¬ 
brew, Greek, or Latin. The second edition of the RSV Old Testament 
projected for issue in the mid-80s will drop “thee,” “thou,” and “thine” and 

the accompanying th endings for verbs in the prayers and psalms. 

In a second edition of the New Testament issued in 1971, in keeping 

with the third edition of the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament, 
the ending of Mark (16:9-20) and the Pericope Adulterae (John 7:53 — 


29 


2 ®E. H. Robertson, The New translations of the Bible (London: SCM Press. 1959), pp. 145-46. 
21 R.G. Bratcher, “Changes in the New Testament of the Revised Standard Version," Bible 

Translator 12 (1961): 61-68; Luther A. Weigle, "The Scriptures; The Revised Standard Version 
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National Council of Churches of Christ in the USA, 1961), pp. 289-92. 

2 ®Luther A. VVeigle, “The Scriptures: The Revised Standard Version of the Bible," in Yearbook 
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8:12) are moved from the footnotes to the text, with a space separating 
them from the rest of the text. Luke 22:19b-20 and Luke 24:47a 
restored, the latter on the evidence of the Bodmer manuscript. In the 

contrary direction, a phrase of Luke 12:39 and the whole of Luke 22:43-44 
are dropped to the footnotes. “Men” (italicized in the KJV) is dropped in 
Luke 17:34. Pre-1611 translations did not have the word, and the situation 
described in the passage is not limited to males. Other changes in wording 
are at I Corinthians 3:9 and II Corinthians 5:19. 30 It is projected that under 
the impact of the women’s liberation movement, masculine usage which 
can be removed without changing the intent of the original writers will be 
eliminated in the forthcoming edition. Fuller use will be made of Qumran 

materials than has been done in past editions. 


are 


31 


The RSV and the ASV 


The puhlicity thrust with which the RSV was issued, designed to show 
its superiority to the KJV, laid the RSV open to the charge that its alleged 
improvements had already been made in the ASV. In actuality, the very 
trends that had made the ASV superior to the KJV continued to make 
the RSV superior in many respects to the ASV. Improvement was made 
in all areas, overcoming many of the weaknesses that have been cited 
earlier for both the KJV and the ASV. In many cases the ASV margin had 
anticipated the choices the RSV moved into the text. The RSV was based 
on superior textual study, additional knowledge of the culture and lan¬ 
guages of the biblical world, f urthe r interpretation of the biblical text, a 
new concept of the translator’s task, and recognition of changes in the 


Textual studies were advanced by the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls 
(1947ff.) for the Old Testament, and the Washington Gospels (1906) and 
the Chester Beatty papyri (1933) for the New Testament The Bodmer 

group, which only came to light in 1955-1956, was not available for use. 
Some of the text of the New Testament could be studied in its state at 
the beginning of the third century rather than only from the fourth. Rather 


3Q G. H. Jones, review of The Holy Bible , Revised Standard Version, 2nd ed, F in Religious 
Studies 9 (1973): 366*77. 

31 Metzger P “TVials of a TYans lator, ” p. 100; Bratcher, "Change in the New Testament of the 
Revised Standard Version T pp, 61-68; Jones, iV The Holy Bible. Revised Standard Version , " 

pp, 366-67. 
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than follow a particular type of text, the scholars followed the Eclectic 

■ Principle in which variant readings for each passage were evaluated on 
their own merits. A striking difference in interpretation dependent upon 
different reading of the text is found in Romans 8:28. The RSV can 
claim support of the Chester Beatty papyrus for its reading, “in everything 
God works for good”; the ASV had a different subject: "all things work 
together for good.” Another case is in I John 5:18 where only one Greek 
letter differs between the KJV/ASV reading “keepeth himself” (ASV 7 mar¬ 
gin: “some ancient authorities read him ”) and the RSV “He who was bom 
of God keeps him.” Other RSV passages based on improved textual read¬ 
ings derived from the ancient versions are Genesis 4:8; 21:9; 44:4-5; Judges 
16:13; I Samuel 10:1; 14:41-42; and Jeremiah 15:12. A superior text is 

followed in Matthew 6:4, 6, 18; Luke 17:9; Mark 6:20; I Corinthians 7:2; 
Ephesians 5:20; Revelation 17:8; etc. 32 

In the second category (additional knowledge of the culture and lan¬ 
guages of the biblical world), the great advance in the knowledge of the 
cognate Semitic languages has given new meanings for some Old Testa¬ 


a 


ment words. Translators felt the influence of the papyrus discoveries that 
gave rise to A. Deissmann’s theory which contended that the language of 
the New Testament was the Koine (common) language of the first century. 
Numerous examples of vocabulary improvement (giving more exact mean¬ 
ing for words) can be cited. Tilgath-pilneser and Pul (IChron. 5:26) are 
identified with each other, and Pharaoh Necho goes “up to" rather than 
“against” the king of Assyria (II Kings 23:29) —they were allies, not op¬ 
ponents. The “Rabsaris” and “Rabmag” (Jer. 39:3), “Thrtan” (Isa. 20:1), and 
“Rabshekah” (Isa. 36:2, 4, 11, 13; 37:8; II Kings 18:17ff.) are recognized to 
be titles (not proper names), as the ASV margin also acknowledged them 
to be. Solomon got his horses in a place called "Kue” rather than in 
droves” (I Kings 10:28; IlChron. 1:16), and Balaam came from Amaw (a 
place-name created by transliteration; Num. 22:5) rather than from “the 
land of the children of his people." The “file” of the Philistines (I Sam. 
13:21) was really the “pirn” charged by them—weight stones with the 
word on them have been found. The “slime” used for building (Gen. 11:3) 
or foT daubing the ark of bulrushes (Exod. 2:3) is “bitumen.” The “candle" 

and “candlestick" retained at times in the ASV should be the “lamp” and 
“lampstand," while “torch 


h 1 


is proper in some places (Rev. 4:5) where 


3J Grant, "The Greek Text.” p. 41. 
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lamp occurs in the ASV. “Sandals are more accurate for footgear than 
“shoes," and a “pallet” than a “bed” (John 5:8). “Custodian” (Gal. 3:24) is 
more accurate than “tutor,” and the “idle” man than the “disorderly” man 

(IIThess. 3:6, 7, 11; IThess. 5:14). “Swaddling clothes” (Luke 2:7, 12) 
became “swaddling cloths.” “Money box” (John 13:29) is more accurate 
than "bag,” and “crops” (Luke 12:17) than “fruits." “Plan,” “stewardship," 
or “divine office” is preferable to “dispensation" (Eph. 1:10; 3:2; Col. 1:25), 

since the Greek word does not mean a “span of time.” Paul’s letters are 
correctly called “letters” rather than “epistles.” Paraphrastic renderings 
like “God forbid" (Rom. 6:2; etc., for mS genoito ) have given way to “by 
no means,” which is an emphatic negative but does not needlessly supply 
the name of God. “Those who mutilate the flesh” (Phil. 3:2) is an improve¬ 
ment over “concision,” which was a failure of the KJV/ASV to reproduce 

successfully a play on words in Greek. “Thomas, called the TWin” (as “Jesus 
who is called Justus”; Col. 4:11) is better than “Thomas Didymus” (John 
11:16; 20:24; 21:2). 

The RSV did not hesitate to abandon revisions made in the ASV and 
revert to KJV usage where it seemed expedient. A striking case is its use 
of “Lord" as the divine name where the ASV had used “Jehovah." 33 Second 
Timothy 3:16 is translated in a manner to affirm the inspiration of Scripture 
as was true in the KJV. The alternative reading is given in a note. 

Those cases in which it is recognized that the ASV missed the inter¬ 
pretation of the verse are corrected. Rather than Paul’s “opening and al¬ 
leging” that the Christ should suffer (Acts 17:3), he is “explaining and 
proving.” “If we have only hoped in Christ" (ICor. 15:19) becomes “If for 
this life only.” (The 1946 edition reads “we who are in Christ have only 
hope.") “He will give it you in my name” (John 16:23) becomes “He will 
give it to you in my name.” It shall turn out unto you for a testimony” 
(Luke 21:13) becomes “This will be a time for you to bear testimony." 
Other clarifications can be seen if one will compare II Corinthians 3:10 
and 10:13 in the ASV with their form in the RSV. 

The RSV represents a different concept of the translator's task from 
that followed in the ASV. Variety (as in the KJV) is used in rendering 
Hebrew and Greek words rather than striving for consistency. For example, 
the Greek word splanchnizomai is rendered both “pity" (Matt. 18:27; 
20:34) and “compassion” (Matt. 9:36; 15:32). The idea of a mechanically 


33 See the explanation in the preface of the RSV 
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exact, literal word-for-word translation which attempts to follow the order 
‘ of Hebrew or Greek words is abandoned in favor of an idiom and word 
order more natural to English. While the ASV was more accurate than 
the KJV, it had lost some of its beauty and power as English literature. 

Though usually retaining the Semitism “Behold” to introduce state¬ 
ments, the RSV reduced the use of expressions from Semitic speech not 
native to English which the ASV had preserved. Other ways of beginning 
sentences are used rather than “And it came to pass." For example, “When 
men began to multiply” {Gen. 6:1) is used instead of “And it came to pass, 
when men began to multiply." “Answered and said" becomes "answered" 

(Gen. 18:27; etc.) or "replied.” The monotonous use of “and,” linking sen¬ 
tences together in imitation of Hebrew style, is varied hy the use of “when,” 
“so,” or “then,” or is omitted altogether. “People of Israel" is preferred to 
the time-honored rendering "children of Israel" for the phrase which lit¬ 
erally is “sons of Israel." “Wedding guests" (Mark 2:19) replaces “soas of 
the hridechamber." “With desire I have desired" (Luke 22:15) becomes 
“I have earnestly desired," and "He added and spake" (Luke 19:11) becomes 
"he proceeded to tell." Some have criticized this loss of Semitic flavor in 
the material, 34 but the RSV’s gain as literature cannot be denied. 

The RSV does not use italics to indicate words supplied to clarify 
meanings, as its predecessors (KJV; ASV) had done. By adopting such a 
policy it does not invite the unlearned to suppose that the italicized ideas 
should be given special emphasis in such expressions as “unknown tongue." 
While there is room for debate on whether supplied words should he 
indicated, all people who are skilled in translating from one language to 
another know that it is futile to attempt to use the same number of words 
in translated language that there are in the original language. In the RSV 

a noun may he supplied for a pronoun (e.g., “Eli”; I Sam. 4:18) when it is 

■ 

needed for clarity. The KJV had done so in some cases but had put the 
noun in italics. A subject of a clause is at times supplied (e.g., “the slave”; 
Exod. 21:21) to avoid ambiguity. The RSV sometimes indicates in the 
notes that a word was supplied (e.g., Lev. 18:17; 1 Sam. 20:12). 

While theories of translation will always remain a topic of debate among 
scholars, one cannot deny that in the area of current English usage, the 

RSV is a marked improvement over the ASV. Some of the awkwardness 
in language which had from the beginning been considered one of the 


r. D, Sparks. On Translations of the Bible (London: Athlone Press, 1973), p. 14. 
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major handicaps of the ASV has been removed. The readability of the RSV 

comes in part from the recognition of the nature of Hebrew poetry and 
from the printing of poetic sections as poetry. The RSV has made an effort 
to exhibit the parallelism characteristic of Hehrew poetry and has printed 
poetical sections in poetic form. Only 15 percent of the Old Testament 
in the ASV was printed as poetry, whereas in the RSV 45 percent of the 
Old Testament appears as poetry. 35 

Simple improvement in English in the RSV can be seen in many ex¬ 
amples where reversal of normal word order in the ASV resulted in awk¬ 
wardness. Scattered examples include: “wash not" (Matt. 15:2), “defileth 
not” (Matt. 15:20), “charged he” (Matt. 16:20), “believed him not" (Matt. 
21:32), “all their works they do" (Matt. 23:5), "other five talents” (Matt. 
25:16), and “know not” (Matt. 26:70, 72, 74). There is improvement where 
the ASV used “did" to express the past tense; for example, “did eat” for 
“ate” (Matt. 14:21; 15:38). There are cases where “be” was used for “is and 

has"; for example, "be risen” (Matt. 17:9) and “be gone” (Matt. 18:12). 
Numerals are given in their current form in the RSV so that "twenty and 
four" (Num. 7:88; I Kings 15:33; Rev. 11:16) becomes “twenty-four" and 
"ninety and nine” (Luke 15:4, 7) becomes “ninety-nine." 

Another improvement is the reduction of the number of dangling clauses 
(casus pendens ): “Abel, he also brought” (Gen. 4:4); “Now Hannah, she 

spake in her heart” (I Sam. 1:13); “The ancient and honorable, he is the 
head; and the prophet that teaches lies, he is the tail" (Isa. 9:15). However, 
despite the trend, a dangling clause is retained at John 14:26. The use of 
the accusative pronoun where a nominative would be expected is corrected: 
“Himself took our infirmities” (Matt. 8:17; cf. Acts 8:9). “James the less" 

(Mark 15:40) becomes “James the younger." 

The archaic expressions that have been removed in favor of more current 

words would fill a book if all were listed. “Murrain of cattle" (Exod. 9:3; 
also chapter heading) is replaced by "Plague on Cattle.” “Besom of de¬ 
struction" (Isa. 14:23) becomes “the broom of destruction.” “Cumber” 
(Luke 13:7), not now in common use, has given way to “use up the ground”; 
“mansions" (John 14:2; with “abiding places” in the margin) to “rooms"; 
“pressed on every side, yet not straitened” (II Cor. 4:8) to “afflicted in every 
way, but not crushed"; “Defraud ye not one the other" (I Cor. 7:5) to "Do 


in An Introduction to the Revised 
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not refuse one another." American coinage is used instead of British when 
’ “farthing" gives way to “penny" (Matt. 5:26) and “mite" to "copper" (Luke 
12:59). “Mote" and "beam” become “speck” and “log.” “Forswear" be- 

swear falsely.” “Garnished” (Luke 11:25), which may suggest “dec- 


comes 

orated," becomes “put in order.” “Cruse" becomes “jar" (Matt. 26:7). “Kine” 

(Gen. 41:3ft; I Sam. 6:7, 10) hecomes “cows.” “Cut down" conforms more 

to current use than “hewn down” (Matt. 7:19). The “froward” master (1 Peter 


2:18) becomes "overbearing. The mean man (Isa. 2:9; 5:15; Prov. 22:29) 

or "obscure man." The “husks” (Luke 15:16) are “the pods," not 
the shells, of the carob bean. 

The ASV had attempted to remove many of the archaisms found in the 
KJV but had been quite inconsistent in its effort. Some forms removed in 
the New Testament are retained in the Old Testament. Every page contains 

archaisms. In the RSV, “thee," “thou," "thy,” and “thine" (used in the KJV 

and ASV for all persons) are retained only in direct address to divinity. 
Except in liturgical passages, old English “saith” becomes “says”; “send- 
eth” becomes “send"; and other present-tense verbs ending in th like 
“doeth” and “heareth” are no longer used. Past-tense forms such as “spake,” 
“hare,” and the like are eliminated. Indefinite pronouns ending in “soever," 
and words like “fain," “howbeit,” and “peradventure” are ahandoned. The 
RSV, in correcting these various sorts of problems, represents a definite 
step forward in the communication of God's Word. 


is man 


Criticisms of the RSV 

The preparers of the RSV would have been the last to claim any sort 

of infallibility or finality for their work. If three men of identical theological 

views translated any chapter of the Bible, they would have three different 

opinions on some points. It is inevitable that the RSV should be criticized 
in areas other than those already noted. 

Some would challenge the instances where the RSV differs from the 
ASV in interpretation of a passage. For example, the using of “betrothed” 
(I Cor. 7:36-38} instead of “virgin" is an interpretative rendering in which 
one possibility is preferred to others. "Those who come from Italy” (Heb. 
13:24), in preference to “they of Italy,” excludes the possibility that the 
letter was written in Italy. “He is able to guard until that Day what has 
been entrusted to me (II Tim. 1:12) is a different concept from “that which 
I have committed unto him.” The RSV scholars decided not to read Chris- 
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tian theology into their translation of Old Testament passages that have 

been traditionally interpreted messianically, and they have been taken to 
task for it. 36 The issue is of long standing and likely will never be resolved 
to everyone’s satisfaction. 

Certain elements of inconsistency are to be found in the RSV. Passages 
which are often used in church liturgies (such as the Model Prayer) are 

left unrevised. It is perhaps this inconsistency, in part, that caused one 
critic to call it a “philological anachronism and tribute to tradition. 
While the retaining of the liturgical passages may please the liturgically- 
oriented churches, a revision of the Bible should be across the board. One 
section should not be considered more sacred than another. 

Another inconsistency is in the retention, after long debate, of the old 

English pronouns and verb forms when divinity is addressed—in the lan¬ 
guage of prayer. This practice put the translators in the awkward position 
of shifting from current English to Old English in the same verse (e.g., 
Matt. 26:39). They were also forced to make value judgments upon whether 
the intent of a speaker was to address Jesus in his preexistent state, his 
exalted state, or in his human nature. The version has been justly criticized 
for this inconsistency. It gives us the anomaly of “You are my son" (Ps. 
2:7), but “Thou art my Son" (Heb. 1:5) when the same Psalm is quoted in 
the New Testament. Psalm 45:6 has “your divine throne" (with “Your 
throne, O God" as an alternative in the footnote), but Hehrews 1:8 quotes 

the same Psalm as “Thy Throne, O God.” The assumption of the revisers 
is that the Psalm in the Old Testament is addressed to an Israelite king. 
The traditional rendering of this passage is to be preferred as more straight¬ 
forward than that of the RSV. In another case, Saul says, “Who are you, 
Lord?" (Acts 9:5; 22:8; 26:15) on the road to Damascus since it is assumed 
that he did not know whom he was addressing, but later in a prayer he 
says, “I imprisoned and beat those who believed in thee” (Acts 22:19). 
Other cases where “you” is used for Christ—cases that some would de¬ 
bate—are found in Matthew 16:16; John 6:69; and John 21; then the old 
pronouns are used in Hebrews 1:5-13; 5:5, 6; 7:17, 21; and Revelation 5:9. 

A version should use either modem pronouns or Old English pronouns in 


37 


Do Evangelicals Need a New Bible TYansIation? Yes/' p + 1244; Inspiration and 


3fi Harris 

Canonicity of the Bible (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1957), p + 58. 

17 R W, Danker, review of New American Bible; Translated from the Original Language 
with Critical Use of All the Ancient Sources by Members of the Catholic Biblical Association 
of America , in Catholic Biblical Quarterly 33 (1971): 405. 
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all occurrences. The former choice seems preferable even though it involves 
• abandoning the indication of singular and plural which both Hebrew and 

Greek indicate. 

Paraphrastic renderings in II Samuel 8:12 {“Edom" for “Syria”), Amos 

(i;12 ("sea" for “there"), I Corinthians 7:36-38 {“betrothed” for "virgin”), 
Hebrews 13:24 (“those who come from Italy” for “they of Italy”) and Luke 
22:15 (“I have earnestly desired" for "with desire I have desired”) have 
drawn the critic’s fire. 38 Some cases can be found where it would appear 
that words have been supplied unnecessarily, such as “of God" in the 
phrase "oracle of God” (Hab. 1:1). 

Still further movement away from “Bible English” would seem desir¬ 
able. The RSV retains such phrases as “raiment,” “brethren,” “such an 
one” (for “a certain one”), "begone,” “smote," “made a feast,” “took his 
journey,” and “made haste." “Ears of grain” (Gen. 41:5ff.; Exod. 9:31; Ruth 
2:2; etc.) is retained, whereas an American would say “heads of grain,” as 
does the second edition of the RSV New Testament (Matt. 12:1). The 
commandment “You shall not kill" (Exod. 20:13; etc.) would be more 
accurate if rendered “You shall not murder." “The love of money is the 
root of all evils” (I Tim. 6:10) is an erroneous reversion from the revision 

made by the ASV. 

Other specific renderings in the RSV that create problems include 

“Noah was the first tiller of the soil” (Gen. 9:20), whereas earlier we are 
informed that Cain was “a tiller of the ground” (Gen. 4:2). Jonah is swal¬ 
lowed by “a great fish” (Jonah 1:17), but is in the belly of a “whale” (as 
in the KJV and ASV) in the New Testament (Matt. 12:40). The reading 
“only through faith" (Rom. 11:20) adds "only” to the text to give 

biblical doctrine. The use of "immorality” (I Cor. 5:1; 6:13, 18; 7:2; 11 Cor. 
12:21; Gal. 5:19; Eph. 5:3) as a synonym for fornication is misleading, since 
murder, bribery, theft, and all other types of unethical conduct are also 

immoral. 

The preceding examples of the various peculiarities of the RSV are by 
no means exhaustive; they are only illustrative. 

Conclusion 

The publication of the RSV marked both the end of one era and the 
opening of another in the effort to communicate God’s Word to the English 

3H Sparks, On Translations of the Bible, pp. 14-15. 


an un- 
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reader. For many its publication marked the end of the age in which “The 
Bible" meant the KJV. The RSV opened the era of the multiple translations 
flooding today’s market, all competing with each other. Though the RSV 
was regarded by some as representing the avant-garde at the time of its 
publication, more recent developments show it to be quite traditional in 
its method of translation and in its retention of archaisms. 

Those trends that made the RSV superior in some aspects to the ASV 
now leave the RSV to some extent in the backwater of Bible translations. 
Textual study has moved on, language study has made progress, the Eng¬ 
lish language has continued changing. Equally significant is the feet that 

the Bihle-reading public is less insistent on the perpetuation of archaisms 
than it was a generation ago. The demand for a Bible in the speech of the 

current day is persistent, and the RSV in its original form cannot claim to 
be that. The future of the RSV depends as much on its continuous revision 
to meet these changes as upon its original revision of the Tyndale, King 
James, and American Standard versions. 


128 





X he New English Bible (accompanied by an introductory 
booklet, The Story of the New English Rib!e ), was published on March 16, 
1970 (with a print run of a million copies), by the Oxford and Cambridge 

University Presses, which had underwritten the translation project and 
which hold the copyright. It is the product of a cooperative effort of the 
Protestant churches in the British Isles. These churches (Church of Eng¬ 
land, Church of Scotland, the Churches of Wales and Ireland, the Meth¬ 
odist, Baptist, and Congregational church as, and the Society of Friends) 
previously favored the KJV, which had been produced solely hy scholars 
of the Church of England for use by the Church of England in 1611. The 
New Testament of the NEB, the preparation of which required thirteen 
years, has been available to the public since 1961 (350 years after the KJV 
and 80 after the RV New Testament). Seven million copies were sold — 
about a third of these (2.8 million) in the United States 


in the nine years 

before the whole Bible was issued. 1 The completed Bible of the NEB 


\ew English Bible: On Its Way to Best-Seller Lists." U.S. News & World Report 68 (April 6. 


1970 ): :! 4 . 
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contains a second edition of the New Testament incorporating some needed 

changes. 

Taking twenty-four years to complete, the entire translation project be¬ 
gan with a proposal from the General Assembly of the Church of Scotland 

in 1946 (long before the RSV was completed). Invitations to participate 
were then issued to various denominations and to the British and Scottish 

Bible Societies. Later Roman Catholic scholars were invited as observers. 
A joint committee was set up in 1947 and translating panels, made up 
chiefly of men from the colleges and universities, were appointed to deal 

with the Old Testament, the New Testament, and the Apocrypha. A panel 
of literary advisers with A. T. P. Williams at its head was appointed to 
ensure good style. Participants in the project were chosen without regard 
to denominational affiliation. Their names, found in G. Hunt's About the 
New English Bible? read like a British Hall of Fame for biblical schol¬ 
arship. C. H. Dodd was general director; participants included W. D. 
Me Hardy, T. H. Robinson, G. R. Driver, G. D. Kilpatrick, and a host of 
others, some of whom died before the translation was finished. 

Chosen scholars prepared draft translations of individual books, each of 
which was submitted to a panel of translators who went over it verse by 
verse. Each draft was then given to the stylists, and then returned to the 
translating panel to check that the meaning had not been distorted. It was 
finally submitted to the joint committee which, like an earlier group of 
translators (the RV, 1881), met in the Jerusalem Chamber of the West¬ 
minster Abbey. 3 

The NEB translators set for themselves the ambitious goal of preparing 
a completely new translation "of the best available Greek text into the 
current speech of our time, and a rendering that should harvest the gains 
of recent biblical scholarship." 4 Since the aim differed from that of the 
RSV, the two were not intended to be rivals. The RSV claimed to be a 
revision of the Tyndale— King James— American Standard line of Bibles; the 
NEB was to be independent of earlier translations and was to break with 
the tradition of “Bible English." It aimed at taking advantage of the best 
current scholarship in manuscripts, lexicography, and translation skill. It 
aimed at expressing biblical thought in “the language of the present day" 


“G. Hunt .About the New English Bible (Cambridge: Oxford and Cambridge University Presses, 
1970), pp. 80-82. 


3 Preface to The New English Bible, p. vl 

*Ibid. 


p,v. 


130 



The New English Bible 


while avoiding transient modernisms. Dodd spoke of the use of timeless 
‘ English" and voiced the hope that the New Testament would be “as in¬ 
telligible to contemporary readers as the original version was to its first 
readers _or as nearly as possible.” 5 A statement affixed to the Old Tes¬ 
tament declared: “They have made every effort not only to make sense but 
also to offer renderings that will meet the needs of readers with no special 
knowledge of the background of the Old Testament." 6 Not primarily planned 
for reading in the churches, the NEB was prepared for the unchurched, 
young people, and the intelligent churchman who, because of familiarity 
with the traditional wording of the Bible, is unmoved by its message. The 
translators hoped that “this translation may open the truth of the Scriptures 
to many who have been hindered in their approach by the barriers of 
language.” 7 Not entirely consistent with the statement of purpose of the 
translators is the claim by the publishers on the dust jacket and in adver¬ 
tising materials: “It is offered as a new and authoritative version of the 
Bible for use in worship, for teaching, or for private reading.” 

Tremendous sums had been spent for publicity. Supported by the offi¬ 
cials of the British and Scottish churches, the Bible Societies, and the 
prestigious Oxford and Cambridge University Presses, the NEB was des¬ 
tined to enjoy wide circulation. Though it was not designed to displace 
the KJV, it could become in time a serious rival to it, at least in Britain, 
and could largely displace it in the use of the churches. 

Though the limp leather editions came later, the NEB, like all recent 
translations, when first issued had the appearance of a contemporary book, 
with one column of text to the page. The text appeared in paragraphs 
rather than in single verses. Traditional verse numbers were placed in the 
margin rather than within the lines of text, creating some problems of 
citation, since it is not always clear exactly where one verse ends and the 
next starts. Poetic sections were printed in verse form, and some effort 
was made to indicate poetic meter; however, the system may escape the 
uninitiated reader. Traditional chapters were retained, but section headings 

and page headings were supplied for the guidance of the reader. In the 

New Testament all cross references to other Scripture were omitted. Foot- 


^C. H. Dodd, as quoted by T H. Robinson, "A New Translation of the English Bible," Bible 

Translator 2 (1951): 197-98; and by J. K.S. Reid, "Concerning the New TVansl at ion,' f Expository 
Times 53 (September-October 1952): 174. 

6 In trod uc t ion to the Old Testament, The New English Bible, p. xviiu 
7 Ibid. h pp, vi-vii. 
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notes indicated transposition of phrases or verses, gave the meaning of 
Hebrew proper names, noted alternative interpretations where the Hebrew 
or Greek is capable of other interpretation (introduced by "Or" in the 
footnotes), and called attention to emendations in the text if the translators 
thought it was necessary. Brackets indicate sections the translators think 
are late additions to the text (e.g., Isa. 6:13; Job 11:6; 26:14c). Quotation 
marks are used. The NEB continues the first quotation in John 3 through 
verse 21 (the RSV ended it at v. 15), but notes the other possibility. The 
second quotation ends at verse 30 as in the RSV. Old Testament quotations 
in the New Testament are ordinarily in quotation marks, but the quotation 
of Deuteronomy 19:15 at II Corinthians 13:1 is an exception. Also, the 
NEB does not treat the words from Genesis 2:24 as a quotation in Matthew 
19:5. In keeping with its policy of transliteration where exactness is wanted, 
the NEB merely transliterates measures of length, weight, and content, as 
well as sums of money—leaving the reader uninformed as to what is really 
meant. A helpful table giving relationships between measures, between 
weights, and between coins was supplied between the Old Testament and 
the New Testament; however, the relationship between these measures and 
currently-known values was not given. 

Earlier translators felt that fidelity demanded that they reproduce, as 
far as possible, characteristic features of the original languages such as the 
order of words, the structure and division of sentences, and even the ir¬ 
regularities of grammar. In contrast, the translators of the NEB were 
enjoined to replace Hebrew and Greek constructions and idioms with those 

of contemporary English. Rather than a “word-for-word" translation, their 
work rendered “meaning for meaning." Their task was first to decide what 
the text meant and then to express the meaning in good English form. 

Thought units rather than individual words were considered. Substitution 
of the noun antecedent for a pronoun was considered legitimate where 
English style requires it for clarity. Thus “Jesus” is inserted in Luke 17:16; 
22:8; Acts 9:22; etc. and “God” in Matthew 27:43; Acts 7:4; etc. This 
procedure allows the omission of words that are thought to create redun¬ 
dancy in English; for example, “gospel” in I Corinthians 9:18 and the sec¬ 
ond occurrence of “woe” in Revelation 9:12; 11:14. 

Not aiming at a paraphrase, the translators saw their work as a free but 
faithful translation. They claim to have used great caution in deliberate 
paraphrase; nevertheless, a fair analysis of their product must deny their 
claim. The NEB is frequently paraphrastic. A difficulty inherent in para- 
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phrase, is that when more than one interpretation is possible, the para 
' phraser chooses one and eliminates the others. 8 The reader who knows 
only English is at the mercy of the interpretation of the paraphraser. 


The Text 


The value of the NEB as a translation is to be judged (as are other 

translations) by the text chosen, the use of the best linguistic tools, the 
fidelity with which the text is rendered, and the quality of the English 
style into which it is translated. It is beside the point to ask, “Why have 
they changed this?" The questions should be, “Why have they chosen this 
text?" and “Why have they translated it this way?" In this study, when 
phrases from the KJV, ASV, or RSV are cited, they are noted for identi¬ 
fication purposes or for contrast; I am not suggesting that they are the 
"authentic" renderings of the phrases. 

The approach to the text is one of the distinctive features of the NEB. 
The third edition of R. Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica (which, with reservations, 
was used by all modem students) has been used as the basic text from 
which the Old Testament is translated. The reader should be aware, how¬ 
ever, that numerous conjectural emendations from tbe apparatus of Kittel 
(one of the areas in which the Kittel Bible has been most heavily criticized) 
have been accepted into the text. The dependence upon the Dead Sea 

Scrolls is significantly greater than was true of the RSV. About fifty scroll 

readings have been accepted in the text of Isaiah in the NEB, resulting, 

■™ • b 

for example, in the reading “advocate” in Isaiah 41:27, "we .despised him” 
in Isaiah 53:3, and “light” in Isaiah 53:11. 9 Versional evidence has been 
more heavily depended upon for correction of the Masoretic text than has 
been true of any previous English Bible. 10 For example, a line in I Kings 
8:12 has been inserted from the Septuagint, accompanied by a note in the 
Library edition only. Though the notes of the Library edition are consid¬ 
erably more extensive than are those of the Standard edition, which most 


8 Some cases where the Creek would permit another translation are given by B, H, Throckmorton, 

Jr. T “The New English Bible/' Journal of Bible and Religion 29 (July 1971): 202; reprinted in 

Dennis Nine ham, ed. P The New English Bible Reviewed (London: Epworih Press, 1965), p. 90. 

y D. F. Payne, review of The New English Bible, Old Testament \n Biblical Theology 20 (May 

1970): 30; review of The New English Bible, Old Testament in The Churchman 84 (Summer 
1970): 111, 

10 Keith Crim, ‘The New English Bible/ Bible Translator 21 (1970): 149. 
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people will read, even in the Library edition these corrections are not 
always indicated (e.g., Gen. 2:2). The public waited eagerly for the expla¬ 
nation of the textual innovations, but when L. H. Brockington’s list of 
readings adopted by the translators appeared, it contained no explanations 
at all. 11 Explanation or defense of the choices remains yet to be made. 

The NEB represents the freest handling of the text of the Old Testament 

of any major English version yet to appear. The passages judged by the 
translators to need conjectural emendations are usually, but not always, 
cited in the footnotes and are considerably more numerous than those in 
the RSV. The notation “Probable reading” is missing in the notes to Gen¬ 
esis 4:8; 10:10; I Kings 13:12; II Kings 18:20; Isaiah 3:1; 7:1; etc. The 
choices made do not in all cases represent the consensus of scholarship. 

Some phrases, well-attested in the Hebrew text, are dropped to the foot¬ 
notes (e.g., in Isa. 3:1; 7:17, 20). The phrases “milk and wine" (Isa. 55:1) 
and “evil" (I Sam. 16:23) are dropped to the footnotes. Ten words found 
in Hebrew are omitted in Judges 12:4; a whole verse is relegated to the 
footnotes at Isaiah 9:15; and at Hosea 1:7, the relegation is on critical 
ground and not on textual ground. A case of special interest is that of 
Psalm 40:7 (8) where a phrase found in Hebrew is relegated to the margin 
as an addition. This phrase is quoted as Scripture in the New Testament 
in Hebrews 10:7. 

The substitution “invaded the ploughlands" for the Hehrew text “ripped 
up the pregnant women” (Amos 1:13) has no note. The person of pronouns 
is changed without an accompanying note in Psalms 22:26 (25); 32:5; and 
77:14. No note calls attention to the fact that “my guilt” and “my suffering” 
have displaced “thy guilt" and “thy suffering” of the Hebrew text. “Who 
will go for me?” in Isaiah 6:8 is a change from the first person plural, but 

the plural pronoun for a like construction is retained at Genesis 1:26 and 
11:7. There are cases of addition in accord with the translators’ interpre¬ 
tation of the passage, for example, “my people” (Isa. 52:14), which inter¬ 
prets the second person pronoun. 

At numerous places (affecting 136 verses according to one count) 12 the 
texts of books, especially those of Job, Psalms, Isaiah, and Zechariah, have 
been rearranged by the transposing of phrases, verses, and series of verses 

n L- H, Brockington, The Hebrew Text of the Old Ikstament (Oxford: Oxford and Cambridge 
University Presses, 1973). 

12 TH. Brown, "The New English Bible-1970," Bible League Quarterly 281 (April-June 

1970): 294. 
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to give what the translators judged to be a better sense than does the 
- Masoretic text. Attention is called to these cases in the footnotes as well 
as in the versification which preserves the traditional verse numbers even 

when the verses are out of traditional order. Job 31:1 is transposed to 
follow 31:5, a section of Job 14:14 is transposed into verse 12 and the 
order of verses 21 and 22 is reversed, and six verses of Job 41 are trans¬ 
posed to precede Job 40. Verses 24 and 25 of Isaiah 5 are transposed to 
Isaiah 10 between verses 4 and 5. Rearrangements are found in Isaiah 
49:3ff. and in Isaiah 52:14—53:2. Amos 5:7 follows verse 9. Major trans¬ 
positions are seen in Zechariah, resulting in a book of vastly different order 

from that of the Masoretic text. Chapter 3:1-10 is transposed to follow 
4:14, and 4:Iff. follows 2:13. Zechariah 4:4-10 follows 3:10, while 13:7-9 

is transposed to follow 11:17. 

The fivefold division of the Psalms is retained, but the headings which 


part of the manuscript tradition of the Psalms have been omitted; 


are a 

e.g., the heading of Psalm 51, connecting that Psalm with David’s sin, is 


omitted. “Selah, which occurs seventy-one times in thirty-nine Psalms, is 
everywhere omitted. In contrast, speaker identifications (not in Hebrew 
manuscripts) have been introduced into the Song of Songs on the evidence 
of two Septuagint manuscripts, 13 though the introduction ties the reader 
to only one (and not the most accepted) of the possible interpretations of 
the book. It is to be noted that in the headings to the Song of Songs the 

poems are not interpreted as references to Christ and the church, as was 

unjustifiably done in the headings in the KJV. 

In addition to the transpositions, additions, and omissions, one also 
encounters the substitution of an English proverb which is not used in 
America for a Hebrew one: “The lame must not think himself a match for 


the nimble. The Hebrew proverb is difficult but understandable when 
freely rendered: “Let not him that girds on his armor boast himself as he 

that puts it off" (I Kings 20:11; RSV). 

In the New Testament the preparers of the NEB neither depended solely 

upon a previously existing critical text nor attempted to construct one 
themselves. They voiced the opinion that the fluid state of New Testament 

textual studies made it inexpedient to construct a critical text at this 

time. Their work represents an eclectic text in which the reading for each 
passage is selected from evidence in the manuscripts, the versions, and the 


“Introduction to the New Testament, The New English Bible, p. xviii. 
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church fathers which, in the judgment of the textual scholars, most likely 

represents what the author originally wrote. Other readings which deserve 
serious consideration have in 2J5 cases been recorded in the footnotes. 14 
The reconstructed Greek text upon which the New Testament translation 
rests has been published by R. V. G. Thsker in The Greek New Testament 
(Oxford and Cambridge University Press, 1964), an innovation in itself. 
This procedure by the translators of publishing the chosen text contrasts 
with that of Sou ter, who in 1910 published the text Edwin Palmer inferred 
was back of the RV (1881); 15 but publication of a Greek text had not been 

followed by other groups of translators. Thsker furnished thirty-four pages 
of brief notes on variant readings and the reasons for the committee’s 
choices. With its use of the Chester Beatty Papyri, the Freer Gospels, the 
Koridithi Gospels, and P 52 (a fragment of the Fourth Gospel from the 
second century), the NEB represents a state of certain sections of the text 
a century older than that known to the revisers of 1881 and 1901. Thsker 
notes that the Bodmer materials were not available when the translators 
were discussing the parts of the New Testament where those materials 
would have been relevant. 

Scholarly analysis of the underlying text shows that the distinctive read¬ 
ings in tbe NEB have a heavier dependence on the versional evidence than 
has been true of earlier English Bibles. In such cases the traditional reading 
is usually listed in the margin. Most of the verses dropped to the margin 
by Westcott-Hort are also found only in the margin of the NEB. The verse 
enumeration skips tbe relevant number. Though differing on some indi¬ 
vidual points, the over-all text of the NEB is similar to that followed by 
the RSV. Both exclude those phrases and verses that the RV/ASV ex¬ 
cluded. 16 The real textual divergence is between that followed by the KJV 
(the Text us Receptus ) and the text followed by the ASV and all transla¬ 
tions since. 

The doxology of the Model Prayer (Matt. 6:13), “without a cause" (Matt. 
5:22), “openly" (Matt. 6:4, 6), and “fasting" (Mark 9:29) are dropped to the 
footnotes, as also is I John 5:7b-8a. The so-called “Western noninterpo¬ 
lations" in the last chapters of Luke are put into the footnotes; however, 


14 Ibid,, pp, v-vi; Robert G. Bratcher, "The New English Bible ,”Bible Translator 12 (July 1%1): 101. 

1 Alexander Souter, Novum Testamentum Graece (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910). 
lfl For a sample list of readings where the NEB differs from the RSV, see B. H. Throckmorton, 
Jr., "The New English Bible,” pp. 103ff.; reprinted in Dennis Nineham, The New English Bible 

Reviewed, pp- 78-79. 
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Luke 22:43-44 and 23:34 remain in the text. Strangely enough, the section 

called “the short ending of Mark" (found in a few manuscripts, but not 
seriously thought by any textual scholar to be the original ending of Mark) 
is printed as an unnumbered section between verses 8 and 9 of chapter 16. 
Mark 16:9-20 is printed in the text separated from the other text by a 
space. A note on the textual problem involved is given. John 7:53—8:11 is * 
printed at the end of the Gospel of John under the heading, “An incident 
in the temple." John 7:37-38 is split into two parallel members: “If any is 

thirsty let him come to me; whoever believes in me, let him drink.” Another 
alternative is given in the note. “Isaiah" is favored over “the prophets” at 
Mark 1:2; “Son of Man" is chosen at John 9:35 over “Son of God.” “At 
Ephesus" is retained (Eph. 1:1). “Through the shedding of his blood” is 
absent from Colossians 1:14, but the phrase is thought genuine at Ephe¬ 
sians 1:7. “We love because he loved us first” (I John 4:19) is chosen where 
the KJV has “We love him.” “Seventy-two" (Luke 10:1) is favored over 

“seventy.” 

The NEB translators recognize that their textual decisions are provi¬ 
sional, and the reviewers have compiled their lists of instances in which 
they feel the poorer text was followed. 17 One such case is the acceptance 

of “Jesus Bar-Abbas” (Matt. 27:17), in preference to “Bar-Abbas,” for the 

thief’s name. The accompanying note, "Some witnesses omit ‘Jesus’,” is 
misleading about the evidence. Most witnesses omit it; only nine include 
it, and only one of them is early; nevertheless, some scholars do favor its 
inclusion. 18 Matthew 9:34 is relegated to the footnotes. The UBS text 
includes that verse in the text on a “C” rating of probability as necessary 
to prepare the reader for the accusation in 10:25. The omission of “my 
words” (Mark 8:38) seems to favor the weaker evidence, as also does the 
choice of “the Chosen One” over “Son of God” (RSV; John 1:34). The 
translation given in the note to I John 2:13 seems unjustified from the 

Greek. Other cases that seem to be poor choices include the preference 

for “twelve" rather than “the eleven" (Acts 1:26), the omission of “making 

no distinction” (Acts 11:12), and “in the Lord” (Eph. 6:1). In John 19:29 
the translators chose “javelin,” the reading of one manuscript, against all 
other authorities, and rendered the alternate reading as “marjoram” in the 

note. The NEB still rejects the longer reading at Luke 22:19-20, though 1 

,7 F. W. Danker, "The New English Bible," Concordia Theological Monthly 31 (1962): 324. 

19 See B. M. Metzger, ed., A Tkxtual Commentary on the Greek New Testament (New York: 
United Bible Societies, 1971), pp. 67-68. 
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scholarly opinion now favors that reading. At Acts 13:33 "the children” 

has no textual support to displace “[their] our children." The reading “the 
new way” (Acts 18:26) is unsupported by any manuscript evidence. The 

word “ambassador" (Philem. 9) is based on an emendation in spelling and 
should have a note to that effect. 


The Second Edition of the New Testament 


The first edition of the New Testament of the NEB was extensively 
reviewed by many scholars over the nine years which elapsed before the 
appearance of the second edition. Some of the representative reviews from 
many viewpoints have been collected and published by Dennis Nineham 
in The New English Bible Reviewed (London: Epworth Press, 1965). A 
file was kept of the suggestions made, and the second edition benefits 
from them. The numerous changes in the new edition (estimated by one 
reviewer to total over 400) 19 do not change the basic character of the NEB 
but do include both textual and translation changes. “He casts out devils 
by the prince of devils” (Matt. 9:34) is dropped and a note inserted to 
cover the omission. “Blessings on him who comes in the name of the 
Lord" is included at Matthew 21:9. The footnote at Matthew 1:16 drops 
the erroneous adjective “early.” A note to Mark 15:39 calls attention to 
the variant “the Son of God" and a modified note at I Peter 3:18 gives a 
second alternative to the text. 

In the second edition of the New Testament, some Old Testament quo¬ 
tations have been harmonized with the Old Testament translation (e.g., 
Mark 4:29; Gal. 3:13). 20 Obvious translation errors are corrected in the 
second edition when “Bethany" is made “Bethphage” (Matt. 21:1), “church” 
is “church of God” (I Cor. 15:9), and “free woman’s sons” gives way to 
“free woman's son” (Gal. 4:30). “Do not feed your pearls to pigs'* becomes 
“Do not throw your pearls to the pigs” (Matt. 7:6). “I am still a virgin" 
(Luke 1:34) replaces “I have no husband," “sycamore" becomes “mulberry- 
tree" (Luke 17:6), "eclipse of the sun” (Luke 23:45) is replaced by "the 
sun’s light failed” (an eclipse is impossible at the time of full moon), 
“quenched the light” (John 1:5) becomes “mastered it," and “Peter” be- 

i9 A. A. Macintosh, G. Stanton, and D, L. Frost, "The New English Bible Reviewed/ 1 Theology 

79 (April 1971): 154'66 + 

““Introduction to the New Testament, The New English Bible , p- viL 
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Simon Peter” (John 18:25). A note is added (Matt. 6:13) that the 


comes 

' evil one" could be “evil.” A note to Matthew 8:2 explains “leprosy"; how- 


other occurrences of the word have no explanation. 

Some of the unnecessary explanatory glosses of the first edition are 
dropped; for example, “general” (Luke 2:1), “the apostles" (Acts 2:6), and 
“in the world” (Rev. 3:17) are gone. There is some return to the traditional: 
“Where your wealth is” becomes “where your treasure is" (Matt. 6:21), and 
“wrapped him round" becomes “swaddling clothes” (Luke 2:7, 12). Whereas 
Mary was called “pregnant” in the first edition, she is “expecting a child" 
(Luke 2:5) in the second; nevertheless, “pregnant" is still used for the 
woman of Revelation 12:2. 


ever, 


Improvements are made in style. The Old Testament quotations in 
Matthew all use the phrase “to fulfill” to hring out their "formula” char¬ 
acter. Matthew 5:3 is now “know their need of God” where it was “know 
that they are poor”; Mark 15:1 is “the full Council” instead of “all the 
Council." That people “rounded on them” (Matt. 20:31; cf. Mark 10:48) 

becomes “the people told them sharply”; nevertheless, “rounding" is re¬ 
tained in Acts 16:18. “Never overpower it” (Matt. 16:18) has become “never 
conquer it.” The awkwardness of the rendering of Matthew 5:48 is gone. 
“Aim was to frame" gives way to “They wanted to frame” (Matthew 12:10), 
"grown gross” is “become gross” (Matthew 13:15), and “perceived its drift” 
becomes “grasp its meaning” (Luke 9:45). “God speaks true” is “God 
speaks the truth" (John 3:33), and “that we may not have to hurt you” 
becomes “that you may do no wrong" (II Cor. 13:7; no note in the NEB 
shows that the Greek is ambiguous here). 

Other changes move toward more contemporary English. “Defiant” takes 
the place of "recalcitrant” (Rom. 10:21); “you swindler, you rascal” (Acts 
13:10) replaces “You utter impostor and charlatan.” “Cloister” (John 10:23) 
becomes “portico." Instead of “bailiff” there is a reversion to the traditional 

“steward” (Luke 16:1). “Paralysed man" replaces “paralytic” (Matt. 9:2, 6). 
The colt that was “tethered to the door” is “tethered at a door” (Mark 
11:4). “Charge ... solemnly" (II Tim. 2:14) is used instead of “adjure,” and 
“be straightforward” (II Tim. 2:15) is used instead of “driving a straight 
furrow.” Perhaps some changes were made for consistency. The one oc¬ 
currence of “gallows” (I Peter 2:24) has become “gibbet” as xulon is ren¬ 
dered in its other occurrences (Acts 5:30; 10:39; 13:29). “He has risen" 

(Mark 16:6) is changed to “He has been raised again” to agree with tbe 
wording of Matthew 28:6. 
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Archaeological Discovery 

The British scholars have made use of some of the results of archaeo¬ 
logical discovery. Of the list of RSV changes cited earlier, the NEB also 
identifies Tiglath-pileser and Pul (IChron. 5:26), states that Necho went 
“to help" the King of Assyria {II Kings 23:29), uses the “chief eunuch" for 
“Rabsaris," “commander of the frontier troops” for “Rabmag” (Jer. 39:3), 
“commander in chief" for “Thrtan” (Isa. 20:1), and “chief officer" for “Rab- 
shakeh" (Isa. 36:2, 4, 11, 12; 37:8; II Kings 18:17ff.). Solomon’s horses are 
from “Coa” (“Kue"; RSV; I Kings 10:28; II Chron. 1:16), Balaam is from 
the “land of the Amavites" (Num. 22:5), “two-thirds of a shekel" (“pirn”; 
RSV; I Sam. 13:21) is what the Philistines charged, and “bitumen 

used at Babel and “tar” in the ark of Moses (Gen. 11:3; Exod. 2:3). The 
NEB accepted the reading “like glaze" (Prov. 26:23; as RSV) on evidence 
from Ugarit where before the reading was “silver dross” (KJV; ASV). It 
has “turtle-dove” (as ASV and RSV; Song of Sol. 2:12) where the KJV had 
“turtle.” Where the KJV had “dragon,” the NEB has “wolf” (Job 30:29), 
"serpent” (Ps. 91:13), and “water-spout” (Ps. 148:7). The “unicorn” is the 
"wild ox” (Ps. 22:21). 

However, one is sometimes puzzled why the translators were not more 

diligent in their use of archaeological material. After ordinarily using “san¬ 
dals" and “thongs of sandals” (Isa. 5:27), “shoes” (Pss. 60:8; 108:9; Amos 

2:6; Matt. 3:11; John 1:27; etc.) and “shoe-string" (Gen. 14:23) are also 
used. In one instance the Old Testament has “sandals” (Exod. 3:5) and the 
New Testament has “shoes” (Acts 7:33) for the same statement. There is 

ample proof of the cutting off of the hands of enemies in war; the Hebrew, 
Greek, and Latin texts read: “Are the hands of Zeba and Zalmunna in your 
hands?” Yet the NEB reads, "Are Zebah and Zalmunna ... already in your 
hands ...?” (Judg. 8:15). Why have the translators rejected the possibility, 
“rider of the clouds” (Ps. 68:5 [4]), which is widely accepted by scholars 
from Ugaritic parallels? 21 Nesher is rendered “vulture” (with a note, 

gle”) when occurring in a list of unclean creatures (Deut. 14:12) or when 

suggesting a hostile image (Jer. 48:40; 49:16, 22). Where the image is 
favorable, nesher is an “eagle" (Isa. 40:31; Ps. 103:5), leaving the reader 

wondering how certain the translators are that nesher was a “vulture.” 

21 James Ban, l *After Five Years: A Retrospect on TVo Major Translations of the Bible," Hey- 
throp Journal 15 (1974): 401-2. 
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ea- 


140 



The New English Bible 


New Vocabulary 


The most significant innovation of the NEB is in the area of vocabulary’, 
James Barr points out that there are hundreds of new meanings for Hebrew 

meanings not found in the standard lexicons but derived from the 


words 

study of the cognate Semitic languages. While some of the new meanings 
had been proposed in the writings of the members of the translating panels, 
others had not appeared in print before. Consequently, some of the vocab¬ 
ulary of the NEB does not represent the consensus of scholarship, only 
untried proposals. No explanation for the semantic reorientation has yet 
been given. The reader has no way of knowing in what cases new meanings 

have been introduced. 


22 


The method of drawing meanings from cognate languages is here to 
stay, but its limitations have not yet been set by scholars. One may legit¬ 
imately question the validity of giving the word keseph (Isa. 55:1) the 
meaning of “food," which is derived from Akkadian, 23 especially when in 
the same verse its normal Hehrew meaning of “money” is used. Barar is 

rendered “savage 

analogy with Arabic and Syriac words, though other occurrences in the 
Old Testament mean “pure” (Dan. 11:35; 12:10), the traditional rendering 
in Psalm 18. Not only is the rendering "picking lice" (Song of Sol. 1:7) a 
departure from the traditional text, but in its context it is unlikely. 24 “Poor 
louse” (Isa. 41:14) is from a Kittel conjecture. There are cases where 
common meanings for words like "covenant" (Isa. 42:6) and “acquainted” 
(Isa. 5:23) have been set aside for the new conjectures. Yada 1 (“know") is 
at times (Isa. 53:3) given the meaning “humbled" because of its analogy 
with Arabic. What were “dogs” have become “huntsmen" (Ps. 22:16) or 
“the axe" (Ps. 22:20). The verb which was previously thought to mean “he 
took" is now taken to mean "challenge the authority” (Num. 16:2), that 
which was “to choose” is "venting your spite” (Zech. 3:2) and “to hum 

down" (IlChron. 34:6); yet these novelties have not been explained or 
justified to the public. 

Among the animals making their first appearance in the English Bible, 
the reader will find the “buffalo" and the “bison” (Isa. 34:7), which before 
were “mighty bulls." He will read of the “cobra” (Isa. 11:8), raising the 


in Psalm 18:27 (26) and II Samuel 22:27 because of its 


2Z Ibid., pp. 305-87. 

2a Crim, “The New English Bible, 

“-•Ibid., p. 151. 


p. 150, 


141 



THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NIV 


question whether or not the cobra was known in Palestine. There 
"porpoise hides” (Exod. 35:23) which were “rams’ skins” (RSV). Among 

plants he will read of "the citrus-tree” (Lev. 23:40) where the RSV has 
“goodly trees,” “mulberTy-wood” (Isa. 40:20) where the species was previ¬ 
ously unspecified, and the “asphodel” (Song of Sol. 2:1) where the RSV 
had "rose.” New geographical names include “the gorge of the Kidron” 
(“valley of Kidron”; RSV), “Lebo-Hamath” (“Entrance of Hamath”), and 

“Perath" (Jer. 13:5-6; RSV: “Euphrates"). Joseph is imprisoned in the 
“Round Tower” (Gen. 39:20; RSV: “prison"). 

New names for the types of offerings under the law are “shared-offering” 
(Num. 7:17; RSV: “peace offering”), “food offering" (Num. 28:8; “offering 

by fire”), “grain offering" (Num. 28:8; Lev. 6:14; "cereal offering"), and 
“holy gift” (Lev. 22:10; “holy thing"). The priest “flings” the blood around 
the altar (IlChron. 30:16; “sprinkles"). There is the “bread of the presence” 
(“shew bread”), “Tent of the Presence" (“Tent of Meeting”), and “expiation” 
(“atonement"). 

Various Hebrew names for God are rendered “Ancient in Years” (Dan. 
7:21), “the Eternal” (Gen. 49:24), and even on occasion (but not at Gen. 
4:26) “Jehovah," though this last term is usually “the Lord” as in the KJV. 
“Jehovah” is retained where fhe name is explained (Exod. 3:15f.; 6:3) and 
in four cases where it forms a constituent element of a name (Gen. 22:4; 

Exod. 17:15; Judg. 6:24; Ezek. 48:35). 

In the New Testament new meanings from Koine Greek usage have 
been employed for some words; in other cases finer shades have been found 
in old meanings, thereby clarifying some passages. One reads that the 
prodigal "turned the whole of his share into cash” (Luke 15:13) and that 
the Thessalonians were “idling their time away” (IIThess. 3:11; cf. 3:6-7; 
I Thess. 5:14). What previously were “epistles" are “letters.” Recognition 
of an idiom gives “at home” (Mark 2:1) instead of “in the house." Barabbas 
is a “bandit" (John 18:40; Matt. 26:55; etc.). “Advocate” for paracletos is 
preferred to “comforter” (John 14:16; etc.). 


are 


Fidelity in Translation 

Improvements 

The merits of the NEB are in part to be seen in those places where it 
has a more accurate rendering than the KJV, the ASV, or the RSV. “Great 
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fish” (Jonah 1:17), “fish” (Jonah 2:1, 10), and sea-monster (Matt. 12:40) 
' leave the species unidentified; in the Gospel the KJV, ASV, and RSV had 

The festival” (John 7:8) rather than “this feast" (KJV; ASV) 


“whale. 

reflects that the Greek has no demonstrative adjective in this phrase. “All 


of you” (Luke 22:31) reflects the plural in Greek where KJV and ASV 

merely had “you.” In I Timothy 5:23 the KJV's “drink no longer water” or 

the ASV’s “Be no longer a drinker of water" could suggest total abstinence 
from water. The NEB renders it, “Stop drinking nothing but water.” There 

are cases of more exact rendering of verb tenses, such as “used to be 
carried” (Acts 3:2; “was being carried,” RSV) as opposed to “was carried” 
(KJV; ASV). In some cases the NEB follows the improvements in the RV 

and ASV: "Remained unknown” (Gal. 1:22) follows “was still unknown” 
(ASV) and “was still not known” (RSV), as opposed to “was unknown" 
(KJV); and “no more delay” (Rev. 10:6; ASV; RSV) where the KJV had 

"time no longer.” In other cases the NEB is more accurate, than the RSV; 
for example, in the use of the plural possessive “masters’" (Matt. 15:27) 
where the RSV had the singular. 

The new translation is very readable, and in numerous cases ambiguities 
are clarified. Attention is given to the fact that poetry is poetry. The sixth 
commandment is clarified by the rendering, “You shall not commit mur¬ 
der” (Exod. 20:13). The Old Testament clearly distinguishes between man¬ 
slaughter, judicial execution, and murder. It does not prohibit slaughtering 
animals; it provides for judicial execution. “Thou shalt not kill" conveys 
an idea in English that is not in the original text. The rendering “living 
creature” (Gen. 2:7) removes the problem created by the rendering “living 
soul” (KJV). “Hi 11-shrines," where previously there were "high places,” is 
a clarification. In the NEB the special seasons are “pilgrim feasts” and 
uncleanness is “ritual uncleanness.” The plague formerly called “leprosy” 
in houses is a “fungus infection” (Lev. 14:33, 34), and in clothes it is 

“mould” (Lev. 13:47). Nadab and Abihu offer “illicit fire" where before it 
was “strange fire” (Lev. 10:1; 16:1; Num. 3:4). There are “cracked cisterns” 
where before there were “broken cisterns” (Jer. 2:13). The way where “no 

fool shall trespass on it" is better than “no fool shall err therein" (Isa. 
35:8). “Ring in the ears” (Jer. 19:3) is clearer than “his ears shall tingle." 
“Thttoo” (Lev. 19:28) is preferred to “you shall not print marks on you." 
“Autumn and spring rain" (Deut. 11:14) is a more communicative phrase 
than "early and latter rain" when one considers Palestinian climate. Other 

improvements are: “Start a boy on the right road, and even in old age he 
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will not leave it (Prov. 22:6), “May all that I say and think be acceptable 
to thee” (Ps. 19:14), and “Egypt is a splintered cane that will run into a 
man’s hand and pierce it if he leans on it” (II Kings 18:21). Another fine 

translation is: “My father used the whip on you; but I will use the lash" 

(I Kings 12:14). 

In many cases the NEB has created fine sayings at the expense of 
literalness — “A wise man who speaks his mind calmly is more to be 
heeded than a commander shouting orders among fools” (Eccles. 9:17). 
The RSV has the more literal, “The words of the wise heard in quiet are 
better than the shouting of a ruler among fools.” “Chastise your son while 
there is hope for him, but be careful not to flog him to death” (Prov. 19:18) 
is clearer though less literal than “do not set your heart on his destruction.” 

These are only a few of the many excellencies. 

The translators felt obliged to offer an apology for the obvious difference 
between renderings of the same passage in the Old Testament and the 
citation of it in the New Testament. In one case they are translating 
Hebrew and in the other case they are translating Greek; 25 where there 
are genuine differences in the two texts, these discrepancies are accepted. 
But we discover that Rachel weeps for her “sons” in the Old Testament 
(Jer. 31:15), but for her “children” (Matt. 2:18) in the New. Deuteronomy 
8:3 has “every word that comes from the mouth of the Lord,” but Matthew 
4:4 has “every word that God utters.” It seems that some additional har¬ 
monization is in order. 


Biblical Interpretation 

Marked changes in interpretation are reflected in many Old Testament 

passages. Some of these represent positions advocated by some scholars 
but rejected by others. Only a few can be cited. Rendering Psalm 121:1 as 
a contingent statement, “If I lift up my eyes to the hills, where shall 1 find 

help?” is based on the view that worship on the hills in Palestine was 
idolatry. Another example is “Prepare a road for the Lord through the 
wilderness” (Isa. 40:3), but a different interpretation is suggested in the 
New Testament (Mark 1:3). The possibility of any element of hope is 

rejected in the rendering of Isaiah 6:13. 

The addition “which tribe” (Judg. 1:1) turns the reader’s thought in the 
wrong direction and makes the task of exegesis more difficult. The ques¬ 
tion in Hebrew is “who?” “To walk wisely" (Mic. 6:8) will hardly do for the 

2 introduction to the New Testament, The New English Bible, p. vii. 
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phrase that previously was rendered “humble.” The Daniel alluded to in 
- Ezekiel (Ezek. 14:14, 20} is identified in the NEB with the Ugaritic hero, 
Danel, rather than with the biblical character. The traditional identifica¬ 
tion is relegated to the footnotes. Supporting this interpretation are Ugar¬ 
itic discoveries and acceptance of the Maccabean date of the Book of 
Daniel. In another example, Amos declares, “I am no prophet” (Amos 
7:14). The alternate “was" is given in the footnote. The nominal sentence 
of this sort has no verb in Hebrew. Earlier versions supplied the past tense, 

interpreting the allusion to be to Amos' background. The NEB follows 
those scholars (also reflected in the RSV) who wish to separate the early 
prophets from the literary prophets and who insist that Amos is distin¬ 
guishing himself from the professional prophetic movement. According to 
this view, he is saying, “1 am not a prophet (now); I am only prophesying." 
Those on the opposite side of this quarrel ask, “What is a prophet except 
one who prophesies?” A third case of interpretation concerns the age of 
Mordecai (Esther 2:5). In lieu of the Hebrew relative pronoun ’ asher, the 
NEB supplies "he,” whose antecedent can only be “Mordecai,” and thus 
makes clear that Mordecai was carried off into exile hy Nebuchadnezzar. 
If so, Mordecai must have been more than one hundred years old at the 
time referred to. It is very unlikely that a man of that age could play the 
role that Mordecai did. Other scholars have insisted that the antecedent 
of ’asher is Kish, who precedes Mordecai by three generations. The inter¬ 
pretation "Passion [is] cruel as the grave" (Song of Sol. 8:6) misses the 
parallelism which suggests that love pursues its object as Sheol pursues 

human beings. “The use of books is endless” (Eccles. 12:12) misses the 
point of the context. “For you alone have I cared” (Amos 3:1) overlooks 
the theological point of the statement. 

Thus far the British translators have not furnished a companion volume 
which would supply the evidence that underlies the many new interpre¬ 
tations which their version includes. One is somewhat shocked when he 
reads in parallel passages of Achsah, “As she sat on the ass, she broke 
wind, and Caleb asked her, What do you mean by that?” (Josh. 15:18; Judg. 
1:14). The same verb, when used of Sisera, reads, “his brains oozed out" 
(Judg. 4:21). 26 Of Og, the NEB says “His sarcophagus of basalt" (Deut. 
3:11); previous English versions had a “bedstead of iron.” Issachar, formerly 


^Support for the rendering is given by G. R Driver in Melanges bibliques redigee en I'honneur 
dv Andre Robert (Paris; n + p + , 1957), pp. 72-76; and by Robed EL Coote, '*Aksah t Sisera, and Hebrew 
tsnh in George MacRae, ed., Abstracts of the Society of Biblical Literature (Missoula, Montana: 

Scholars' Press, 1976), p. 23* 
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compared to a strong ass, is compared to a “gelded ass” (Gen. 49:14), 
and what was formerly “doves' dung" is “locust-bean" (II Kings 6:25). Why 
introduce a figure of undoubted pagan mythological background: “As he 
came from the womb of mother earth" (Eccles. 5:15) when “as he came 

from the womb of his mother" would be literal and understandable? Why 
introduce the mythological creature “the Dragon” (note: “or Bashan") in 
Psalm 68:22? Why “the goddesses of the field” (Song of Sol. 2:7) when 
biblical Hebrew has no word for “goddess”? 

The NEB’s handling of certain traditional messianic passages is inter¬ 
esting. In the fifth century, Jerome announced his translation principle by 
which such Old Testament passages would be rendered in the light of their 
New Testament fulfillment. 27 This principle is not generally followed to¬ 
day, and in the NEB some instances of the opposite tendency can be seen. 
Note a few cases: “I will put enmity between you and the woman, between 
your brood and hers. They shall strike at your head, and you shall strike 
at their heel” (Gen. 3:15). The traditional virgin birth interpretation cannot 
be seen here, nor does it suggest Paul’s allusion to the passage: “The God 
of peace will soon crush Satan beneath your feet” (Rom. 16:20). The prom¬ 
ise to Abraham (Gen. 12:3) is: “All the families on earth will pray to be 
blessed as you are blessed." While granting the possibility of a reflexive 
rendering of the Hebrew verb form (also seen in the RSV) as one of two 
alternatives, it is impossible to see how Paul could have arrived at his 
interpretation of the passage in Galatians had he understood the verse in 
this way. It is difficult to see the rationale for an alternative which creates 

instead of alleviates problems. Consider yet another passage: “The sceptre 
shall not pass from Judah, nor the staff from his descendants, so long as 
the tribute is brought to him” (Gen. 49:10). This interpretation, also adopted 
by E. A. Speiser in the Anchor Bible , represents considerable juggling of 
the Hebrew letters of the text. Still another passage is Psalm 45:6: “Your 
throne is like God’s throne, eternal.” There is no linguistic reason why 
’elohim (“God”) cannot be vocative in this passage, as it was understood 
to be by the Greek translators and as the Greek is rendered in the NEB 


27 Jerome in his "Preface" to his translation of the Pentateuch; also cited in Apology 11.25 
(NPNF, 2nd ser, 111,516): "They translated before the Advent of Christ, and expressed in ambiguous 
terms that which they knew not. We after His Passion and Resurrection write not prophecy so much 
as history. For one style is suitable to what we hear, another to what we see* The better we 
understand a subject, the better we describe it/' 


146 



The New English Bible 


when this verse is cited in Hebrews 1:8. The NEB introduces an element 

‘ of comparison that is not suggested in the Hebrew text. 

At times, such as in “Jesus and Resurrection” (Acts 17:18) and “water 
and spirit” (John 3:5), the definite article which is present in Greek is 
omitted. Some cases reflect an ecclesiastical approach; e.g., “to synagogue” 
(Mark 1:21; Luke 4:16; Acts 13:14), “keeping a fast" (Mark 2:18), and in 
synagogue" (John 5:59; 18:29). In other cases the definite article was kept: 
“Here begins the Gospel” (Mark 1:1), “The day of Pentecost was running 

its course 

In some cases the validity of the comments made by the NEB translators 
has been questioned. The rendering of Jude 7 seems to reflect pseudepi- 
graphical legends in which the angels were guilty of unnatural lusts, whereas 
the text seems to ascribe this fault to Sodom and Gomorrah and surround¬ 
ing cities. Angels are cited only as examples of those bound, not as ex¬ 
amples of unnatural lust. 

The insertion of “only” gives “only laughed" (Mark 5:40), “only done 

our duty” (Luke 17:10), and “only in hope” (Rom. 8:24). In the phrase “only 

through faith in Christ Jesus” (Gal. 2:16), some may see support for “faith 
only” teaching. 

“The kingdom of God already come in power” (Mark 9:1) reflects C. H. 
Dodd’s doctrine of "Realized Eschatology.” “Is upon you” is favored in 
Matthew 3:2; 4:17; 10:8 for eggiken. The choice “among you” (Luke 17:21) 
is only one of several possibilities. Three others are cited in the notes. 

The supplying of both a name and its interpretation is responsible for 
the reading, “You are Peter, the Rock” (Matt. 16:18; John 1:42) which 
invites the conclusion that the church is huilt on Peter. “Language of 
ecstasy,” “ecstatic utterance" (I Cor. 14:26; cf. 12:10), "tongues of ecstasy" 
(Acts 10:46; 19:6), “ecstatic speech,” "ecstatic language," and “strange 
tongues of ecstasy”—all are used to translate the Greek word glossa is ; 
but gl ossa is is “tongues" in Acts 2:4. The reader must conclude that the 
phenomenon in the Book of Acts is different from that in Corinthians. 
With the NEB, “guardian angels" (Matt. 18:10) make their appearance in 
the English Bible for the first time. Phoebe “holds office in the congre¬ 
gation at Cenchreae” (Rom. 16:1). To find one’s “true self” and to find 
“one's life” (Matt. 16:25b) are not the same idea. The term “final rebellion" 
and the capitalization of “Reslrainer” (IIThess. 2:3, 7) reflect a particular 
eschatological view. The rendering of pascha (John 18:28) as “Passover 
meal (though everywhere else in the Gospel it means “the week") probably 


iti - 


(Acts 2:1), and “said the blessing” (Matt. 26:26; Mark 14:22). 
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reflects the translators’ view of a direct conflict between John and the 

Synoptics about the question of the day on which Jesus observed the 
“Passover.” 

The translators reverted unjustifiably to the earlier practice of giving 
names of Christian festivals to Jewish feasts; therefore, we encounter 
“Whitsuntide” (I Cor. 16:8), though the same phrase is elsewhere correctly 
rendered “Pentecost" (Acts 2:1; 20:16). The gathering at Troas is 
Saturday night" (Acts 20:7) despite the fact that the same phrase in other 
occurrences (Matt. 28:1; Mark 16:2; Luke 24:1; John 20:1, 19; I Cor. 16:2) 

is rendered “Sunday.” The adverb of manner, houtOs (Rom. 11:26), is 
rendered as an adverb of time: “when that has happened, the whole of 
Israel_” 


on 


Variety in Rendering 

The effort to preserve stylistic features of Hebrew or Aramaic has been 
abandoned in the NEB in favor of idiomatic English. No effort has been 
made to indicate by italics those words that had to be added to complete 

the English meaning or to indicate that some Hebrew words need not be 
rendered into English. No effort is made to consistently render a Hebrew 
or Aramaic word in each of its occurrences by the same English word. 

Both good and bad result from this practice. 

On the credit side, the policy of variety in rendering allows room for 

the variety of meanings a word may have in different contexts. For ex¬ 
ample, torah can be both “law” (Neh. 8:2) and “teaching" (Isa. 42:4). 
However, this variety can create some acute problems. Word study—the 
tracing of the occurrences of a particular word or expression — becomes 
impossible. When we use “Vale of Achor" (Josh. 7:26; Isa. 65:10) and “Vale 
of TVouble” (Hos. 2:15) for the same expression, the allusion is lost, for no 
ordinary English reader could be aware that the phrase is actually the 
same. The NEB’s treatment of the Hebrew ben 'adam and the Aramaic 
bar 'enosh is worth noting. This Semitic expression is translated “man” 
in Ezekiel (Ezek. 5:1; etc.), Daniel 7:13, and Psalm 107:8; but in Psalm 
8:4 it is translated “mortal man” to furnish needed variety from “man” of 
the preceding line of poetry. The equivalent term in the New Testament— 

in Greek, huios tou anthrOpou —when spoken by Jesus is maintained in 
its Semitic form: “son of man." It is also maintained in this form when 
Psalm 8:4 is cited in Hebrews 2:6, and is in Revelation 1:13. If the phrase 
is a Semitism in the Old Testament (and it is) which needs transposing to 
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its nearest English equivalent, the phrase also needs transposing in the 
New Testament. 

Within the same chapter, Naaman is a leper (II Kings 5:1; with a foot¬ 
note that his skin was diseased), but Gehazi contracts a “skin disease" 
(II Kings 5:27). Who would realize that Gehazi, by poetic justice, acquired 
the disease Naaman previously had? Elsewhere the malady is also called 
“a malignant skin-disease” (Deut. 24:8; Lev. 13:2). 

Abner asks, “Am I a baboon?” where the text has “dog’s head” (II Sam. 
3:8); however, Mephibosheth and others do compare themselves to dogs 

in expressions such as 
The ark of Noah, the tabernacle, and the temple are measured in cubits; 
but Goliath is “over nine feet in height” (I Sam. 17:4). Zechariah 3:1-3 
alternates between use of “Satan” and "Adversary,” but Job 1 and 
I Chronicles 21:1 have “Satan.” "Sheol” is sometimes transliterated (e.g., 
Ps. 139:8), but at other times is translated as “grave” (e.g., Gen. 37:35). 

The Semitic phrase formerly rendered “and it came to pass” is one of 
the most frequent features of Semitic style and one which certainly does 
not need perpetuation in English. It is varied in the NEB to read: “After 
the death of Moses (or Joshua)" (Josh. 1:1; Judg. 1:1), “Long ago" (Ruth 
1:1), “There was a man" (I Sam. 1:1), “When David returned” (II Sam. 1:1), 
“Now in the first year” (Ezra 1:1), “The events here related" (Esther 1:1), 
and “The Word of the LORD came to Jonah" (Jonah 1:1). In Genesis 11:1, 
the idiom is rendered “Once upon a time.” While this rendering may be 
suitable for a fable (Judg. 9:8), its use for the tower of Babel story has 
drawn particular criticism because of the English use of the phrase as the 
beginning of a legend or a fairy tale. Its use for the Babel episode may 
suggest to the reader that the biblical story is mythical. 

The Hebrew word ‘almah, which created much discussion when the 
RSV translated it “young woman” in Isaiah 7:14, caused the NEB trans¬ 
lators some trouble, as it did their predecessors. They vacillated between 
“young woman” (Gen. 24:43; Song of Sol. 6:8; Isa. 7:14), “girl" (Exod. 2:8; 
Ps. 68:26 [25]; Prov. 30:19), and “maiden" (Song of Sol. 1:3). In Isaiah 7:14 
they dropped the definite article (which is in Hebrew—“the young woman"), 

but the tense of the verb used is taken to refer to a sign contemporary 
with the prophet. 

The Hebrew word nesher is rendered “the griffon-vulture” (Deut. 14:12), 
the "vulture" (Deut. 28:49), and “the eagle” (Deut. 32:11; Isa. 40:31). One 
meets "Jesus Bar-Abbas" and “Bar-Abbas” twice each in Matthew, but the 


a dead dog” (II Sam. 9:8; 16:9; cf. II Kings 8:13). 


149 



THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NIV 


same name is Bar abbas in Mark, Luke, and John. While no one would 

insist on an awkward uniformity in the rendering of words in different 
contexts, the degree of variety encountered creates problems for the NEB 
reader. Grammateus (“scribe"; KJV) is rendered six ways: "lawyers” (29 
times), “doctors of tbe law” (26 times), “teachers" (4 times), “teachers of 
the law” (twice), “town clerk" (once), and “man of learning" (once). It is 
hard to imagine why one term should be both “brothers” (Rom. 1:13; 10:1; 

11:25; 12:1) and “friends” (Rom. 7:1, 4; 8:12; 15:14; and 16:17). Why should 

heaven be “open" (Matt. 3:16; Luke 3:21) or “wide open” (John 1:51) in 
the Gospels but be “a rift in the sky” in Acts (7:56; 10:11)? Why should 
the Greek word echo be “have" (John 3:16), “possess" (John 3:15), and 
“has hold" (John 3:36) when speaking of having eternal life; or why should 
peripatein be both “live up to” (Eph. 4:1) and “manner of life" (Col. 1:10)? 
Me genoito (paraphrased “God forbid" in KJV) occurs fourteen times in 
Greek but is represented by nine different renderings in the NEB, running 
from “Certainly not" to “Never." The word rendered “gentiles” in the KJV 
is “gentiles,” “heathen,” “foreign power," “the nations," and “the world" in 
the NEB. Mend (“abide"; ASV) occurs eight times in I John 2:17-28. Four 
times it is rendered “dwell”; twice it is “stay"; once, “stand"; and in the 
remaining instances is “keep.” The use of ten words for mend in the 
Gospel of John obscures a significant line of thought. Marked variety is to 
be seen in the rendering of dikaiosund (“righteousness"; KJV) which be¬ 
comes in the NEB "way of righting wrong” (Rom. 1:17), “justice" (Rom. 

3:21; cf. 3:5, 25, 26), and “righteousness" (Rom. 4:3). Of twenty-seven other 

occurrences in Romans, twenty-three are “righteousness"; but "the good¬ 
ness of God himself” is used in another letter (II Cor. 5:21). The Greek 
phrase from which is derived “Your concern, mother, is not mine” (John 
2:4) becomes “What do you want with me?" (Mark 5:7; cf. Luke 4:34). In 
the rendering of basileia (“kingdom"; KJV), “kingdom” is definitely avoided 
(cf. Luke 19:11-27); and at least in one case, “the sovereignty of the world” 
(Rev. 11:15) is chosen. “Whore" is used in the Book of Revelation, but 

“prostitute” or “harlot” is used elsewhere for the same word. 

“Messiah" is at times used to translate ho christos when the office is 
spoken of (Matt. 2:4; Acts 2:36), but “Christ" is used when the term is a 
part of a name (e.g.. Acts 10:48). The Greek New Testament has “Messiah” 
only at John 1:41 and 4:25. While it may be claimed that the use of 

“Messiah” preserves the idea that ho christos was a title, not just a name, 
nevertheless, the practice of the NEB would seem a loss, for it does not 
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the reader of the New Testament for the disciples later to be called 


prepare 

"Christians” (cf. Acts 11:26). Furthermore, the policy is not strictly adhered 

Christ" is used for ho christos at Matthew 11:2 and John 20:31, but 


to. 


God's Messiah and at 


at Luke 9:20 and at Luke 23:35 the term is 

God’s Anointed." One encounters “The Christ" (I John 


Hebrews 11:26 is 

2:22; 5:1; II John 9) where he expects “the Messiah” which was used in 
Romans 9:5 —the only place in the epistles where “Messiah” is used in 
the NEB. He then meets "Christianity" (Heb. 6:1) and “Christian” (Rom. 
9:1; 16:7; I Cor. 4:10; 7:22; II Cor. 12:2, 19; IThess. 4:10; I Peter 3:16). 
Ecclesia , rendered “congregation” when referring to the local churches — 


with the exceptions of the church in Jerusalem and those in Asia Minor 
(Rev. 1 and 2) —is “the community" in I Corinthians 12:28; 14:4; but else¬ 
where it is “assemhly" and “meeting.” “Church” is also used where there 
is no reference to geography. A lack of a consistently applied policy seems 
ohvious here. The NEB has created distinctions that are not inherent in 


the New Testament usage of ecclesia. 

The term “saints" is used twice (Matt. 13:17; 23:29) for dikaioi, literally 
“righteous ones," but dikaios also has many other renderings in the NEB. 
Hagioi (sixty occurrences; "saints,” KJV) are usually "God’s people” (forty- 
two times) or “dedicated people” (Rom. 1:7); however, many other expres¬ 
sions are also used for the seventeen other occurrences of hagioi. One can 
further see the variety in the NEB renderings if one examines those in 

Mark 12:41-44 where balleirx (“cast") occurs six times and gazophyla- 
keion (“treasure”) occurs three times. "Stomach” ((xxurring in Matt. 15:17; 
Mark 7:19; Rev. 10:9, 10) is inserted in John 6:60 where it does not occur 
in Greek, but is made “digestion” in I Timothy 5:23, where it does occur. 

Skandalidzd and its cognates (“offense," "stumble”; KJV) are rendered 
in sixteen different ways, such as “so they fell foul of him” (Matt. 13:57), 
“tonight you will all fall away from your faith on my account" (Matt. 26:31; 
cf. 33), “a rock to stumble against” (I Peter 2:8), and “to guard you against 
the breakdown of your faith” (John 16:1). PisteuO (“believe”; KJV) is 

in John 2:23 and as “puts his 

unbeliever,” and “not given his allegiance to” in John 3:18. 
Parthenos (traditionally “virgin”) is “virgin 

I Corinthians 7:28, but in verse 36 is “partner in celibacy" and in verse 37 


28 


translated as “gave their allegiance to him 

faith in him 


in Matthew 1:23 and in 


^Bratcher “The New English Bible, 


pp. 104-5; Danker* 'The New English Bible/* p. 342. 
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is “partner in her virginity. Parthenos is “girl 
1:27. 


in Matthew 25:1 and Luke 


The NEB s treatment of the “Woe Oracles” deserves notice. At Amos 


6:1 the oracle begins “Shame on you” (cf. Isa. 5:8, 11, 18, 20, 21, 22); the 

relevant word is passed over as though superfluous in Amos 5:18 and Isaiah 
17:12; in Nahum 3:1 it is “Ah,” in Isaiah 28:1 it is “Oh,” but in Isaiah 6:5 
it is “Woe" and at Habakkuk 2:6 “Woe betide. 


Shame on you seems 

hardly adequate as a rendering for oi (“woe”; RSV). Within the New Tes¬ 
tament, “alas” is used in twenty-seven passages, but one verse has both 
“alas" and “woe betide” (Matt. 18:7). In I Corinthians 9:16 “misery 
and in Revelation 8:13; 9:12; 11:14; 12:12 “woe 


is used; 

is encountered, although 

“alas, alas” (Rev. 18:10, 16, 17, 19) is found elsewhere in the book. 

The NEB at times translates different Greek words into the same Eng¬ 
lish word, thus ignoring certain distinctions in the Greek. Grammateus 

(“scribe") and nomikos (“lawyer") are both “lawyer." In some instances 
Messias and Christos are both translated “Messiah.” Mark 5:16 and Luke 


8:36, though unlike in Greek, are identical in the NEB. The same is true 
of the phrase “tell them what the Lord ... has done for you” in Mark 5:19 
and Luke 5:39. What should be “taxgatherers and sinners" in Matthew 
9:10 and Mark 2:15 is rendered “taxgatherers and others,” as though the 
Greek phrase were identical to that in the parallel passage in Luke 5:29. 
The NEB (as the KJV) does not make a distinction between diabolos and 
daimonion ; it renders both as “devil.” The NEB also translates “Satan” 
as “devil” (I Tim. 5:15); however, in the Greek New Testament there is one 
diabolos but there are many daimonioi, and the distinction is kept clear. 

In the NEB both episkopos (I Peter 2:25) and epitropos (Gal. 4:2) are 

"guardian.” 

The reader cannot trust the NEB to indicate the degree of likeness or 
difference in parallel passages. The same Greek words occurring in Mat¬ 
thew 5:25-26 and in Luke 12:55ff. are translated differently. The same is 
true of Matthew 8:10 and Luke 7:9; Matthew 18:6, Mark 9:42, and Luke 
17:2; and of Matthew 5:29 and 18:9. We have “Place of a skull” (Matt. 
27:33) and “Place of the Skull” (John 19:17). “A cock crew" occurs in two 
Gospels, but “the cock crew" is used in the others for the same phrase. 
Paraskeue is “Friday" (Matt. 27:62; Luke 23:54), “Preparation-day" (Mark 
15:42), and “eve” of Passover (John 19:14). Because of the variety in the 
rendering of terms and the failure to make distinctions, the student who 
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does not know Greek cannot do word studies comparing different texts in 
the NEB. For this type of study he will still need the older versions. 

The NEB seems definitely to have run aground in its effort to decide 
when to use "thee," and “thou,” of old English, and when to use “you.” 
Though Hebrew, Greek, and Latin have only one second-person pronoun 
which is used to address both God and man, in the NEB Adam addresses 

God as "you 

individuals except Satan (Job 1-2) address God in that form. The practice 
of using the old forms in the Psalms, in the language of prayer, or where 
divinity is addressed (for example, in Job 30:20-23; 42:1-5; John 17:3ff.; 
Rev. 11:17-18) forces the reader to learn the use of “thee" and “thou" and 
the corresponding old English verbal forms. Furthermore, the policy puts 
the translator in the awkward position of making a value judgment on the 
intent of the speaker. Psalm 2:7 uses “you” because the Psalm is thought 
to apply to a human king, and “you" is also used when this verse is quoted 
at Acts 13:33; but one encounters “Thou art my Son" at Hebrews 1:5. 
Psalm 45:6 uses “you,” but when the same Psalm is quoted in Hebrews 
1:8, "Thou” is used. Jesus is never addressed as “thou” or “thee” in the 
Gospels except by God (cf. Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22)—not even in citation 
of prophetic passages (Matt. 11:10; etc.). The subtlety which requires “thou" 
and "thee” at Mark 1:11 but allows “you” in Matthew 25:37-45 is likely 
to escape the reader. In Matthew 16:16 Peter uses “you” in addressing 
Jesus, though he confesses that Jesus is “Son of the Living God.” Even at 
Acts 1:6 “you” is used. Paul says “you” at his conversion (Acts 9:5), but 
at the end of his missionary journeys be has learned to say “thee” (Acts 
22:19). The only real solution to tbe “thee” and “thou" problem is to use 
“you" throughout. “You” has the disadvantage of making no distinction 
between singular and plural, a distinction made by both Hebrew and Greek. 
But this disadvantage is as acute when addressing human figures as when 
addressing God; so why retain “you” for the former and not the latter? 

It seems clear that the degree of variety exercised by the NEB in its 
renderings—a variety greater than the KJV had —is excessive and is a 
hindrance to accurate communication. 

Paraphrase 

The NEB is a free translation, tending to paraphrase and, in some 
instances, to wordiness. In Job 9:34 eight words in Hebrew become twenty 
in English. The tendency to make unnecessary additions as a concession 


(Gen. 3:1-12); but after Cain says “thou (Gen. 4:14), all 
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to contemporary usage is encountered in both the Old Testament and the 

New Testament. Rebecca says, “Yes, I will go," where the Hebrew merely 
has “I will go” (Gen. 24:59). Words occurring only once in the Hebrew 
text are repeated for effect, as “Fallen, fallen are the men of war” (II Sam. 
1:27) and “No, no” (Ruth 1:13). There is also repetition where Greek has 
only one interjection; for example, “Alas, alas” (Matt. 23:13; Luke 11:44); 
"enough, enough" (Luke 22:38); “look, look" (Luke 13:35); and "Repent 
... repent” (Acts 2:38). Additions are sometimes interpretative, such as 

“an army" (Jer. 10:22) and Nineveh as a three days’ journey “across” (Jonah 
3:3). Sometimes an explanation is given after a name; e.g., “my Ariel 

indeed, my fiery altar” (Isa. 29:2) and “But I am a dog, a mere nobody, 
how can I do this great thing?” (II Kings 8:13). “True” is added (also RSV: 
“true”; “real”) to fortify the meaning of “Jew” (Rom. 2:28, 29). “The tiptoe 
of expectation” (Luke 3:15) and “taking to their heels” (Luke 8:34; for 
ephugon : “they fled”) key up the meaning of the passages. 

Another example of paraphrase is found in Proverbs 13:9—“The lamp 
of the righteous bums brightly; the embers of the wicked will be put out,” 
in which the metaphor of the lamp in the second half of the proverb is 
replaced with that of the hearth. “I swear a solemn oath before the Lord" 

(Ruth 1:17) paraphrases the Semitic idiom which literally is “The Lord do 
so to me and more also.” “Bless, O Lord, the tents of Shem” (Gen. 9:26) 
is accompanied by the more literal rendering given in a footnote: “Blessed 
is the Lord the God of Shem." “How long will you sit on the fence?” 
(I Kings 18:21), “For crime after crime" (Amos 1:3; etc.), “merchantman" 
(I Kings 22:48; used for “Ships of Thrshish”), and “The Lady Stupidity is 
a flightly creature" (Prov. 9:13) — these are all examples of paraphrase. The 
passage “Though I wash myself with soap" (Job 9:30) is a paraphrase 
resulting from the reasoning that “snow water” (the literal meaning) has 
no cleansing power. 

There are also cases of omissions in the Old Testament, as when the 

inteijection “O man” is dropped in Micah 6:8. Certain Greek phrases in 
the New Testament also seem untranslated though they are carried in 
Thsker’s text; for example, hupakoSn (“obedience"; ASV; I Peter 1:2) and 
dedoxamene (“full of glory”; ASV; I Peter 1:8). 

Numerous explanatory words such as “God’s” and “Adam’s” (Rom. 5:15) 
are inserted to clarify certain points. “I am” is repeated three times in 
John 14:6, where the Greek requires only one occurrence; but the definite 
article before “life” is omitted in the same verse. “Baptism” is repeated in 
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Colossians 2:12; “by disobeying a direct command (Rom. 5:14) expands 

parabasis, which could be one word —“transgression.” Other additions 

Saviour” (Matt. 1:21), “the Rock" (Matt. 16:18), “again from Scripture" 
(Rom. 3:20), “Come, O Lord" (I Cor. 16:22), “Do not think" (II Cor. 1:24), 
“bom and bred” (Gal. 2:14), “of flesh and blood” (Eph. 2:14). Hupage 
(“Go”) is elaborated to “go home content" (Mark 7:29), and “as Scripture 
says" is added at Mark 4:12 and I Corinthians 10:20; 15:27; II Corinthians 
3:16; Ephesians 5:31. We encounter “all good things” and “all the bad” 
where neither “all” is in Greek (Luke 16:25). There is the explanatory 
phrase “that concerns religion" (Acts 17:22). 

In other cases the translators seem to assume the role of commentator. 


are 


One can compile a long list of instances where explanatory additions are 
made to the text. “Our leader... or bishop” (I Tim. 3:2) and “a testament, 
or covenant" (Gal. 3:17) are double renderings of phrases. “One dot or 
stroke” (Luke 16:17) is too full a rendering for mia keraion. The word 
"God" is frequently added (Gal. 2:2, 8; 3:5; 4:23, 28; 5:4, 8, 10; 6:14). 
Revelation 1:3 has the additions “this” and “of fulfilment," 1:4 has “the 
province,” 1:6 has “life’s" and “to serve," 1:7 has “among them" and “in 
remorse.” The word “Passover” is added to “hymn” (Matt. 26:30; Mark 

14:26), and the word “these" in Galatians 6:2 is unnecessary. Kosmos is 


made godless world (I John 2:15), sleep is sleep in death” (IThess. 
4:13), to “body of flesh" is added “and blood” (Col. 1:22) and to “body” is 
added “human” (Rom. 12:4), “slave" becomes “willing slave" (Mark 10:44), 
"crying" becomes “crying aloud” (Mark 1:3), “tradition" is “old-established 
tradition" (Mark 7:3), “before Abraham was" becomes “was bom” (John 
8:58), and “ ‘Circumcision’ I will not call it” (Phil. 3:2) is inserted. The 
rendering, "The number represents a man’s name, and the numerical value 
of its letters" (Rev. 13:18) is a comment, not a translation. 

The paraphrasing tendency is further seen when “bags of gold’’ is used 
for “talents" (Matt. 25:14ff.) when the metal might be silver, “twenty pounds” 
for “two hundred denarii," “miles” for “stadia," and 

denarius. 


a day s wage for “a 

TWin brothers” are identified with "Castor and Pollux” (Acts 
28:11). The name "Christian” occurs three times in the Greek New Tes¬ 


tament and only as a noun (Acts 11:26; Acts 26:28; I Peter 4:16), but it 
is used in the NEB sixty-four times, often as an adjective. "The desert was 
strewn with their corpses” (I Cor. 10:5) paraphrases “overthrown in the 
wilderness.” We meet “Prince Herod” (Matt. 14:1; Luke 3:1; 3:19; 9:7; Acts 
13:1) and “merchant princes” (Rev. 18:23) in the NEB. 
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Still other cases of free renderings include “to those who have yielded 
him their allegiance” (John 1:12) for the literal “to those who have believed 
in his name," "How blest are those who know their need of God” (Matt. 
5:3; cf. Luke 6:20) for “Blessed are the poor in spirit,” and the watering 
down of "made themselves eunuchs” to the phrase “renounced marriage” 
(Matt. 19:12). One is then shocked when “eunuch" is introduced into Gala¬ 
tians 5:12 where it is not in the original. “Sat on them” is vaguely rendered 
as “Jesus mounted" (Matt. 21:7). “A man dressed in silks and satins" (Matt. 
11:8; Luke 7:25), “There is a popular saying” (I Tim. 3:1), and “who have 
sweated the whole day long in the blazing sun” (Matt. 20:12) are all par¬ 
aphrases. “Men" becomes “men of the congregation” (I Tim. 2:8). The word 
raca , whose meaning is unknown, is rendered "If he sneers at him" (Matt. 
5:22), which is doubtless better than the earlier practice of transliterating 
the word; but it is still paraphrase. The NEB gives a general impression 
of what the Bible says, but it cannot be relied upon by those who are 
concerned about exactness in exegesis or doctrine. 


Style 


The style of the NEB has been widely discussed, and the reviews run 

from the extreme which declared that two consecutive well-written pages 
could not be found in it, 29 to that which insists that it is more readable 
for the ordinary Christian than either the KJV or the RSV. 30 Complicated 
Greek sentences are broken down into shorter English sentences; for ex¬ 
ample, Ephesians 1:3-14, which is a single sentence in Greek, appears in 
the NEB as two paragraphs and eight sentences. Coloss ians 1:9-17 is one 
sentence in the KJV, but is eight in the NEB. “Forgive us the wrong we 
have done" (Matt. 6:12; cf. 14, 15) is clearer than the use of either “debts” 
or “trespasses,” neither of which is now commonly used in this sense. The 

phrases “has no staying-power” (Matt. 13:21) and "the false glamour of 
wealth" (Matt. 13:22) have been praised by some as well-turned phrases. 
One must admit that evaluation of style is subjective; but the NEB reads 
easily, and one will often wonder why the passage had not been rendered 
that way before. Most of the Elizabethan archaisms have been avoided. 


29 I. Robertson, The Survival of English (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973), p 
30 Ray Summers, review of The New English Bible: New Testament in Review and Expositor 
58 (November 1961): 235; Raymond E. Brown, review of The New English Bible: New Testament 
in Catholic Biblical Quarterly 23 (1971): 324 + 


.28, 


156 



The New English Bible 


Though he was at the time discussing the question of tongues and not 

English versions, Paul insisted that even those outside the initiated com¬ 
munity should be able to understand what was being said (I Cor. 14:16, 
23). The NEB is a move in that direction as it strives for contemporary 
English. Semitisms are worked out; for example, “Blessing I will bless” 

(Heb. 6:14; cf. Gen. 22:17; KJV; ASV) becomes “I will bless you abun¬ 
dantly.” “Behold" is generally avoided. The pronoun “1,” which Greek puts 
in first position, is transposed to the end of lists of people (cf. John 10:30; 
I Cor. 4:6; 9:6; Gal. 2:9) as current English demands. “Slave and free” (Rev. 
13:16), “year and month,” and “day and hour” (Rev. 9:15) are obtained by 
reversal of the order of words. 

Examples of use of current expressions are extensive. “Mother-in-law” 
replaces “wife’s mother” (Mark 1:30); “listen” is used instead of "hearken." 

Clarity is gained by using more commonly-known terms: “sulphur” (Luke 
17:29; Rev. 9:17, 18; 20:10) takes the place of “brimstone" (KJV; ASV; 
RSV), “power” goes out of Jesus instead of “virtue" (Mark 5:30), 
moil” has become “money" (Matt. 6:24; Luke 16:13), and “Joshua” is used 

for the name of the Old Testament character in Acts 7:45 and Hebrews 


mam- 


4:8. Many other renderings make for easy comprehension. The sixth and 
“ninth” hours have been explained as “midday” and “three in the afternoon” 
(Matt. 20:5); “temple-tax" (Matt. 17:24) makes clear that the tax is a re¬ 
ligious one. “Friday” (Matt. 27:62) sets forth the traditional date of the 

crucifixion; and the “ABC of God’s oracles” (Heb. 5:12), though paraphras¬ 
tic, sets forth the general meaning. 

In the NEB numerals are given in their current form—“seventy” and 
“eighty" (Ps. 90:10), and not as “three-score and ten” and “fourscore." The 
prohlem of official titles is solved by an attempt to supply modem admin¬ 
istrative titles. We meet the “commander in chief," the “adjutant general,” 
the “secretary of state," the "comptroller," the “lieutenant," the "chief 
officer," the “viceroy" (Isa. 41:25), the “regent” (Dan. 2:48), the “constable" 
(Dan. 3:2), and the "foreman” (Exod. 5:14). 

“Scoundrel” is used for the Semitic epithet “son of Belial” (1 Kings 
21:10; etc.), and “do not think me so degraded” replaces “daughter of 
Belial” (I Sam. 1:16). The phrases “group of prophets" or “company of 
prophets" are used for the literal “sons of the prophets” (11 Kings 4:38; 
5:22) except in Amos 7:14, where the Semitism is retained. In general, 
current words and phrases are used for sex matters: “he slept with her," 

“intercourse," “pregnant, 




impotent man and barren woman, 


rape, 
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“genitals, “semen, “menstruation, “prostitute,” “whore,” and “male pros¬ 
titute” are all used. On the other hand, “lay with” (Gen. 4:1) is not really 
current usage for the sex act, nor is “with child” (Isa. 7:14; Matt. 1:18) for 
pregnancy. In the NEB “mother’s son” is used for the male instead of the 
graphic but embarrassing descriptive phrase used by the KJV (I Kings 
16:11; etc.). “Urine” is used in some passages (II Kings 18:27; Ezek. 7:17; 
21:7); however, “piss” (Job 18:11) is still embarrassing in public reading. 
The suggestion that Jews offered a goat to the demon Azazel on the day 
of atonement is avoided by the phrase “for the Precipice” (Lev. 16:8), with 
the alternate “Azazel” as a footnote. 


British English 

Problems arise in the NEB Old Testament because of differences be¬ 
tween American and British speech. Some vocabulary an American would 
understand but would not use; other expressions are as foreign to him as 
some KJV phrases have become. British spelling is used for words like 
“odour,” “labour,” “labourers,” “armourers,” “honour,” “splendour, 

mours," “vigour," “centre," “hauliers,” and "judgement." “Com" (Exod. 

22:6; cf. Matt. 12:1; etc.) is used in its British sense for cereal grains. Ruth 

gleans “barley" in “cornfields" (Ruth 2:2; cf. Luke 6:1) after some “com” 

was dropped for her (Ruth 2:16,17). 

Most Americans would understand, but not regularly use, "Hark!" (Gen. 
4:10), “Give me leave” (Gen. 24:54, 56), “folding the sheep" (Gen. 29:7), 
“betimes” (Job 8:5), “blackguard” (Job 34:18), “doublet” (Job 41:13), "share 
out" (Ps. 22:18), “mantle” (Ezra 9:3), “hitch up your cloak” (II Kings 4:29), 
“linen drawers” (which the priest wears; Lev. 6:10), “flagon of wine” (II Sam. 
16:1), “churl" (I Sam. 25:25), and “churlish.” The most frequently used 
word of this sort is “patrimony” (Jer. 3:18; etc.) which occurs many times. 

Americans would say “heritage” or “inheritance." "He has made my way 

refractory and lamed me” (Lam. 3:11) sounds strange. “Shall sanctimonious 
calumny call thee partner?" (Ps. 94:20) can hardly be intended for the man 
in the street. “Thou, Lord, art my felicity" (Ps. 16:2), “distrain on all his 
goods” (Ps. 109:11), and “give heart to the orphan and widow" (Ps. 146:9) 

would all seem foreign to most American readers. 

Even less clear to an American would be “daub” (with its footnote 
mud") and “redaub" (Lev. 14:41, 43) where he would say “plaster” and 
replaster.” In the NEB Jerusalem will become a “heath" (Mic. 3:12; cf. 


ru- 
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Isa. 32:14) and other areas are “heathland (Jer. 21:14). A hind (Ps. 42:1) 
would be more easily recognized were it a “doe,” and a “caim” (Gen. 31:46) 
were it a 

and “batten on their iniquity" (Hos. 4:8). A wife calls her husband “lord” 

(Amos 4:1), and men “forswear" themselves (Hos. 2:2). “Usury” (Ps. 15:5) 

is sometimes used for the word that was "interest” in the Pentateuch (e.g., 
Lev. 25:36), and “travail” (Ps. 29:8) for that which is “labour" elsewhere. 

“Torrent of Egypt” (II Kings 24:7; etc.) does not seem the most apt de¬ 
scription of the Wadi el ‘Arish (“River of Egypt”; RSV). 

To Americans, fig trees do not "burgeon” (Hab. 3:17), Chaldeans do not 
make burnt offerings to their “trawls” (Hab. 1:16), nor is “a rod in pickle” 
(Prov. 19:29). In the NEB Amaziah’s wife will become a “city strumpet" 
(Amos 7:17), foreign clothes are “outlandish fashions” (Zeph. 1:8), a woman 
is dressed in “lawn” (Ezek. 16:10), and there are the “dhows of Arahia” 

(Isa. 2:16). One also encounters “festoons" (I Kings 7:17) and “trolleys” 

(I Kings 7:34) as furnishings of the temple. He finds “shed grain" and “self- 

sown” (II Kings 19:29), “swathes" (Ruth 2:7), “stooks” (Judg. 15:5), 

wanton" (Hos. 1:2), “wastrel” (Deut. 21:20), “wench” (Judg. 5:30), “fuller’s 

soap” (Mai. 3:4), “traducers” (Ps. 71:13), "mother’s bane” (Prov. 10:1), and 

“sheep to the shambles” (Jer. 12:3). Then there are “panniers” (Job 5:5), 

“fabric fund” (Ezra 2:69; Neh. 7:71; RSV: “treasury of the work”), 

terers” (Jer. 15:17), “marjoram” (Exod. 12:22), and “temple-servitors" (Neh. 
10:28). 

The NEB often uses verbs which are not generally used in America 
today. Most frequent is "fetched," but there is also "execrate" (Gen. 12:3) 
and "reconnoitre" (Josh. 2:1). Micah says, “How shall I stoop before God 
on high?” (Mic. 6:6). No American ever used “stooped” for prostration in 
the presence of God. Americans “take up a matter,” not “open it” (Ruth 
4:4). In the NEB one reads “they ... savage me” (Job 30:10), “I reck 
nothing" (Job 9:21), “be rapt like a prophet" (I Sam. 10:6), "had fallen into 
bad odour" (II Sam. 10:6), “to condole with” (I Chron. 19:2), “I shall think 
better” (Jer. 18:10; RSV: “repent"), and “resort to me” (Amos 5:5, 6) for 
the phrase which is “seek” in verse 14 of the same chapter. One encounters 
“bandy” (Job 15:3), "glutted his rage” (Lam. 4:11), “keening” (Jer. 9:17), 
“to beggar us” (Judg. 14:15), “the whole camp leapt up” (Judg. 7:21), and 
bade (Mai. 4:4). Ahab’s chariot was “swilled out” at the pool of Samaria 
(1 Kings 22:38), and the harlot who came before Solomon “overlaid her 


heap.” There is “to foregather (Job 1:4), striker (Amos 3:5), 




rois- 
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child, where Americans would say she lay on it (I Kings 3:19). Baal 

"must be woken up” by his prophets (I Kings 18:27). 

In addition to unfamiliar verbs, the NEB uses “perfidious” (Prov. 27:6), 
“perquisite” (Lev. 7:33), and “palanquin" (Song of Sol. 3:9). “Blood-bride¬ 
groom by circumcision” (Exod. 4:26) is not intelligible to most readers; 
neither are the transliterations “Goyim" (Gen. 14:1) and “Leummim” (Isa. 
43:4). 


The New Testament also offers examples of words unfamiliar to the 
American reader. There is "saltness" (Matt. 5:13), “truckle to no one” 
(Mark 12:14), “meal-tub” (Mark 4:21; Matt. 5:14), “assize” (Acts 19:38; 
I Peter 2:12), “making away with” (Mark 11:18), “every fruiting branch he 
cleans” (John 15:2), “farthing” (Matt. 5:26; Mark 12:42; which coin even 
the British government has now terminated), "pounds” (Matt. 18:28; Mark 
6:37; 14:5; John 12:5; etc.), “furlongs" (Matt. 14:24), "hundred-weight” 
(Matt. 13:33; Luke 13:21), “two a penny” (Matt. 10:29), “twopence” (Luke 
12:6), and “fortnight" (Gal. 1:18). There is “catch me out" (Matt. 22:18; 
Mark 12:15), “condole with" (John 11:19, 31), “done to death" (Acts 5:30), 
“towns round” (Acts 5:16), “running its course" (Acts 2:1), “gibbit” (Acts 
5:30), “servitor” (Heb. 3:5), “widow's weeds" (Rev. 18:7; cf. Gen. 38:14), 
“the Controller” of the temple (Acts 5:26), “laid an information against” 

(Acts 24:1), “remanded" (Acts 25:21), “impeached" (Acts 26:7), “stand in 

the dock” (Acts 26:6; cf. I Cor. 9:3; Phil. 1:7), “batten on her flesh” (Rev. 
17:16), “bore us company" (Acts 1:21), “rising" for “uprising" (Mark 15:7), 
“thrown on the stove” (Matt. 6:30), “tale” (Col. 1:24), “strolling ... exor¬ 
cists” (Acts 19:13), “as the days mounted up" (Acts 9:23), and “spate" 
(Rev. 12:15). The Pharisees “strain off a midge” (Matt. 23:24), the Corin¬ 
thians are to have nothing to do with “loose livers” (I Cor. 5:9), and the 
people of Nazareth “fell foul" of Jesus (Mark 6:3). The Galatians are warned 
against fighting “tooth and nail” (Gal. 5:15). People “hail the bridegroom” 

(John 2:9), whereas Americans would say they “called to him." In America 
the living do not “forestall those who have died" (I Thess. 4:15). The deacon 
is not to engage in “money-grubbing” (I Tim. 3:8). The phrases “ever 

they were" (Rom. 8:29; cf. Phil. 2:23) and "humble folk" (Rom. 12:16) are 
Scotticisms. A favorite expression of the NEB is “incorporate in Christ" 
(Rom. 6:5; Phil. 1:1; 3:9; Eph. 1:1; Col. 1:2; etc.). It may be that the problem 
created by the difference between British and American expressions can 
only be solved by issuing an American edition which uses Americanisms. 
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The “Now Language 


Evidently not all the translating committee shared Dodd s desire for 
“timeless English." The NEB is at times crudely colloquial: “They hasten 

hot-foot into crime 
“Stop at the cross-roads" (Jer. 6:16), “make for the hill-country” (Deut. 

1:7), “brushed me aside” (Deut. 3:26), “bad luck” (Jonah 1:7), “sit on the 

fence” (I Kings 18:21), “to have and to hold” (Hos. 2:20), “the worker earns 

his keep” (Matt. 10:10), “go the whole way” (Matt. 19:21; Gal. 5:12), “the 

whole city went wild with excitement” (Matt. 21:10), “sweated the whole 

day” (Matt. 20:12), “with the devil in charge made off” (Luke 8:29), “after 
running through your money with his women” (Luke 15:30), “to get on" 
(Luke 10:40), “tell her to come and lend a hand” (Luke 10:40), “to feel the 
pinch" (Luke 15:14), “it seemed too good to be true” (Luke 24:41)—these 
are all examples. Other colloquialisms are: “This is more than we can 
stomach” (John 6:60), “let us toss for it” (John 19:24), “Come and have 
breakfast” (John 21:12), “You are crazy” (Acts 12:15), “hold their own" 
(Acts 6:10), “this touched them on the raw” (Acts 7:54), “high standard of 
living" (Acts 19:25), “come ... at the double" (Acts 21:32), "hubbub” (Acts 
21:34), “perfect pest” (Acts 24:5), “courtesy visit” (Acts 25:13), “in full 
state" (Acts 25:23), “hole-and-comer business” (Acts 26:26), “have laid 
themselves out to serve God’s people” (I Cor. 16:15), "cheer me up" (II Cor. 

2:2), “ran short” (II Cor. 11:9), 

12:13, 14), “sham-Christians” (Gal. 2:4), 

5:3), “ups and downs" (Phil. 4:12), “made our weight felt" (IThess. 2:6), 

“hanker after marriage" (I Tim. 5:11), “have taken the wrong turning and 

gone to the devil” (I Tim. 5:15), and “panders to the appetites" (I John 
2:16). 


(Prov. 1:16), “got wind of” (I Sam. 23:25; Acts 14:6), 


I sponged on no one (II Cor. 11:9; cf. 

you can take it from me” (Gal. 


It seems clear that the British have not been consistent in applying the 
aims and principles that they announced. Despite the NEB’s many ex¬ 
amples of current speech, the goal of attaining modernity in language is 
only partly accomplished. There are cases where the British found it ex¬ 
pedient to retain old phrases: “without form and void" (Gen. 1:1), “Red 
Sea” (Exod. 10:19; etc.), “in the twinkling of an eye” (I Cor. 15:51), “life 
and immortality to light through the Gospel" (II Tim. 1:10), “risked their 
necks" (Rom. 16:4), “hundredfold” (Matt. 13:8; etc.), “the cock crew” (Matt. 
26:74; Mark 14:72), “betrothed" (Luke 2:5), “to lodge” (Luke 2:7), and 
‘tutor” (I Cor. 4:15; Gal. 3:24,25). The sentence “if you ask the Father for 
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anything in my name, he will give it you (John 16:23) continues the 
awkward structure of the KJV and RV/ASV. The RSV reads, “give it to 
you.” The suitability of some of these retained phrases might be chal¬ 
lenged, but the British could have retained other phrases with profit. 

The choices of the NEB do not always improve upon what English 
readers already had. For example, in the twenty-third Psalm the Semitism 
“waters of peace” is poorer than “still waters,” as is “crook” than “staff,” 
and “whole life long” than “forever.” “Of whom then should I go in dread?” 
(Ps. 27:1) is not better than “Of whom shall I be afraid?” (KJV). “Invited 
no one but myself” (Esther 5:12) is grammatically weak, though it is also 
found in KJV, ASV, and RSV. When read aloud the phrase “attired Mor- 
decai” (Esther 6:11) may carry the impression of fatigue instead of dress; 
“resort to me” is not preferable to “seek me” (Amos 5:5, 6). The reversal 
of order in Isaiah 11:9, “for as the waters fill the sea, so shall the land be 
filled with the knowledge of the Lord," is without justification. 

Other efforts at improvement are unsuccessful. “Salt to the world” does 
not improve “salt of the earth” (Matt. 5:13), nor does “light for all the 
world” improve “light of the world” (Matt. 5:14). “Thy name be hallowed" 

(Matt. 6:9) is no better than “Hallowed be thy name," nor is “How blest" 
better than “Blessed are.” “What was the spectacle that drew you to the 

wilderness?” (Matt. 11:7) does not improve “What went ye out for to see?" 
“A drinker” (Matt. 11:19; Luke 7:34) is no more current than “drunkard." 
Stylists note that some sentences awkwardly end in “from” (Matt. 13:54, 
56), "for" (Mark 6:24), “for” in a different sense (John 6:21), and “with” 
(Luke 13:20). "A robber’s cave” (Matt. 21:13) is no improvement over “a 
den of thieves.” “I am life” (John 14:6) is less accurate than “I am the life," 

since the Greek has the definite article. 

Though most of its vocabulary is current, the NEB does include scat¬ 
tered instances in the New Testament where it is more obscure than the 
KJV, even for the British. “Machinations of the Jews” (Acts 20:19), in¬ 
terlopers" (Gal. 2:4), “parricides and matricides" (I Tim. 1:10), and “bedi¬ 
zened with gold” (Rev. 17:4) would fall into this category. “Shoot the net 
to starboard” (John 21:6) and “leaving it to port” (Acts 21:3) are phrases 
known only to seafarers. “Died ... without issue” (Matt. 22:25) is legal 
terminology but not common speech. “Darnel” (Matt. 13:25) likely is not 
generally known as a plant in England. “Muster" would be preferable to 
“parade" (Acts 23:23). “Base-bom” (John 8:41), “true bom” (I Tim. 1:2), 
“ministrant” (Heb. 1:14), and “eternal felicity" (I Tim. 1:11) hardly qualify 


* 1 ? 
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for current speech. Scattered here and there are archaisms not in the KJV, 
like "alas for you" (Matt. 23:13; etc.), “hark" (Mark 15:35), "fatted beasts” 
(Matt. 22:4), “half a hundredweight" (Matt. 13:33; Luke 13:21; John 19:39), 
and “woe betide” (Luke 17:1). 


Conclusion 

It is not the intention of this review to imply that everything the British 

have done is bad. Quite the contrary! The problematic words cited above, 
numerous as they appear, actually constitute a very small part of the text, 
and are almost inconsequential when compared with the archaisms in 
either the KJV or the ASV. We owe a debt to the British scholars for all 
the light they have cast on dark passages of Scripture and for the stimu¬ 
lation to study that their effort brings. There is no valid reason for an 
antithesis in Bible translation between the use of modem speech and 
loyalty to the text. 

The readability of the NEB, with minor exceptions, is indisputable; the 
evaluation of its literary qualities must be left to the experts in that area. 
This disc ass ion has been directed toward its loyalty to the text of the 
Hebrew and Greek Bible, toward the adequacy of its renderings of that 
text, and toward its interpretations. But it is precisely these areas that the 

average preacher and the man in the pew cannot evaluate. Though the 
basic duties toward God and man are clearly set forth in the NEB, the 

freedoms it exercises and the paraphrases it contains will likely make it 
unacceptable for widespread use among evangelicals. For the student, it 
leaves a great deal to be desired. 
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he New Testament of the New American Standard Bible, 
prepared by fifty-eight anonymous scholars under the sponsorship of the 
Lockman Foundation of La Habra, California, first appeared in 1963. The 
complete Bible (Old Testament and New Testament) was issued on July 31, 
1970. Like the ASV, the NASB does not include the Apocrypha. More 
than sixteen million copies of the Bible have been distributed. The Foun¬ 
dation claims that it is the fastest-selling Bible in America today; 1 however, 
in September, 1977, the Christian Booksellers ranked it second to the 
Living Bible Paraphrased in sales for that month. 2 It is distributed by A. J. 

Holman, Moody Press, Foundation Publications, Coll ins-World, and Thomas 
Nelson. 


1 American Standard Bible : Translation and Format Facts" (La Habra, Calif.: The Lock* 
man Foundation, n.d) t pp, 3A. 

^Christian Bookseller Magazine 23 {September 1977): 10, 
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From sources other than the Lockman Foundation, it is known that Dr. 
Reuben Olson served as chairman of the editorial board 3 and that the 
various translators were paid for their “continuous, intensive” work stretch¬ 
ing over ten years. It is said that twenty-five thousand hours of research 
were expended on the New Testament alone. The work of the preparing 
committees was reviewed by critical consultants who offered suggestions 
that were later considered by the committees. 

The stated goals of the Lockman Foundation {which also issues the 
Amplified translations)—that their publications be true to the original 
Hebrew and Greek, be grammatically correct, and be understandable to 

the masses—are common to the producers of all recent versions. Distinc¬ 
tive are the goals of “giving the Lord Jesus His proper place, the place 
which the Word gives Him,” and that “no work will ever be personalized.” 
The Foundation wants the translation to stand on its own merits and not 
to depend merely on the reputation of the translators who produced it. 
The Foundation states that the majority of the translators held doctoral 
degrees in biblical literature and languages. They represent Presbyterian, 
Methodist, Southern Baptist, Church of Christ, Nazarene, American Bap¬ 
tist, Fundamentalist, Conservative Baptist, Free Methodist, Congregational, 
Disciples of Christ, Evangelical Free, Independent Baptist, Independent 

Mennonite, Assembly of God, North American Baptist, and other religious 
groups. 4 

An exhaustive concordance with Hebrew and Greek equivalents of Eng¬ 
lish words has been prepared for the NASB with a format similar to that 
of Strong’s Concordance. It has a dictionary of the Greek Bible and a 
dictionary of the Hebrew Bible. 5 Other study helps for the NASB are in 
the process of being compiled. 

The producers state their conviction that the Scriptures as originally 
penned in Hebrew and Greek were inspired of God. The NASB is intended 

to be appropriate for use in public worship as well as in private study. It 
has been advertised with the extravagant claims that it is “the literary 
masterpiece of this generation,” “the major contribution of our generation 


The New American Standard Bible—New Testament " Gordon Review 9 


3 W, L, Lane, 

(Spring 1966): 166. 

4 'New' American Standard Bible : Translation and Format Fads" (La Habra, Calif.: The Lock- 


man Foundation, n.&h P- 7. 

5 Ibid., p, 3. 
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to Biblical literature," and “destined to surpass all other translations of 

Holy Scripture.” 6 

After praising the ASV as “the Rock of Biblical Honesty,” the producers 
state that their motivation for producing the NASB is their regret that the 
ASV of 1901 is disappearing from the scene and their conviction that 
interest in it should be renewed and increased However, the reader should 
not react to its aims or its title by thinking, “The ASV was a good 
translation, and the New American Standard is bound to be better.” It is 

legitimate for the Lockman Foundation to prepare a translation as it 
is for any organization; in a free society the Foundation can name the 
translation what it pleases; but in actuality, the gulf separating the ASV 
and the NASB is such that the NASB must be evaluated as a new trans¬ 
lation. One cannot assume that it is what its title seems to imply 
update of the ASV. 


as 




New American Standard? 


Rather than claiming to be a revised ASV, the NASB actually claims 
only “to follow the principles used in the ASV.” In view of both the title 
and the praise given the ASV in the preface to the 1963 NASB, the 
observable differences between the ASV and the NASB assume more 
significance. 

The typographical makeup of the two translations is different. One of 
the merits of the ASV (and of all other modem versions) was its printing 
of the text as paragraphs. The Geneva Bible (1560), followed by the KJV 
(1611), printed each verse as a separate unit. The NASB reverts to this 

practice. Unlike the KJV, which capitalized the beginning of each verse, 
the NASB starts verses with lower-case letters when they are not the 
beginning of sentences. Those verses which begin a paragraph are num¬ 
bered in boldface type; if a paragraph begins within a verse, the first letter 
of the first word is in boldface type. This indicator can easily be overlooked. 
I Corinthians 12:31 and the middle of Isaiah 59:15 are the beginnings of 
paragraphs and therefore begin with a boldface letter. The first word of 
each chapter is printed with all capitals. So the first word of Isaiah 4:1 is 
in capitals, even though Isaiah 3:16—4:1 is treated as one paragraph. The 
paragraph that should begin in the middle of II Kings 24:20 is not indi- 

6 Christianity Tbday 9 (October 1964): 104, back cover. 
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cated. The first word of Isaiah 4:1; Matthew 10:1; and I Corinthians 13:1 

is capitalized even though the thought of the section is broken by this 
traditional chapter division. Some later editions use conventional inden¬ 
tation to indicate paragraphs. 

The ASV used no quotation marks; in the NASB, however, an elaborate 

system of quotation marks has been adopted. Quotations within quotations 
become more and more complicated, to the point that Isaiah 36:10 has 
four sets of marks; other sections (II Kings 19:7; IlChron. 34:28; Hag. 1:2) 
have three. The RSV closed the quotations of John 3 at verses 15 and 30, 
with a note that another division was possible. The editorial board of the 
NASB objected to this treatment of the passage. Therefore the NASB 
continued the first quotation without notation to verse 21 and the second 

quotation to verse 36, the end of the chapter. Some inconsistency is en¬ 
countered in the NASB in its use of quotation marks. In Colossians 2:21 
“Do not handle” is enclosed, but in I Corinthians 6:12 “All things are 
lawful” is not. 7 

An effort is made to print Old Testament poetic material in poetic form. 
More material is recognized as poetry than was true in the ASV, particu¬ 
larly in the prophetic books. Old Testament quotations in the New Tes¬ 
tament are printed in small capital letters throughout. The margin gives 
the source of the quotation and the parallels if the section is quoted 
elsewhere. There seems to be an oversight in the capitalization and the 
marginal system when the allusion to Isaiah 53:12, found in Mark 10:45, 
is neither capitalized nor identified in the margin. The phrase “IN THE 
LAST DAYS" (Acts 2:17) should not be capitalized since it is not a part 
of Joel 2:28, which is being quoted. 


Textual Base 


The basic text of the NASB is aligned with that of the ASV and with 

those other translations which come after it, following a critical text rather 
than the Textus Receptus . In the Old Testament the third edition of the 
Kittel Bible —with resulting differences from the ASV—is used. It might 
be pointed out to the credit of the NASB that the sequence of the text 
has not been rearranged as was done in the NEB. The Dead Sea Scrolls 

7 F.W. Danker, "Another Parallel-Column Bible/' Concordia Theological Monthly 39 (April 

1968): 274. 
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(not available for the ASV) are followed, according to the marginal notes, 
in the Book of Isaiah in thirteen readings, including that of “dreamers" 


(Isa. 56:10). Other such readings are in Isaiah 18:7; 23:2; 


instead of ravers 

34:16; 37:20, 27; 40:26; 49:17, 24; 56:5, 12; 64:7. Marginal readings from 
the Scrolls not accepted in the text are given at Isaiah 38:15 and 40:12. 

In general, both the ASV and the NASB make less use of versional 
readings than does the RSV. For example, in the Book of Genesis, ac¬ 
cording to the marginal material, the RSV followed the versions rather 
than the Masoretic text in nineteen passages. The NASB (as does the 
ASV) accepts only one of these—the reading "storehouses” (Gen. 41:56), 
but neither the ASV nor the NASB indicates that it is following the 


versions. The ASV had given the versional reading in the margin of Genesis 
25:22; 47:21; and 49:10. The NASB does so only at 49:10. Not included 
in the NASB are the supplements to the text from the versions found in 
the RSV: “Let us go out to the field" (Gen. 4:8), “Why have you stolen my 
silver cup?" (Gen. 44:4), “give Urim; but if this guilt is in thy people Israel” 
(I Sam. 14:41), and “So let it be, O Lord” (Jer. 15:11). Cases where the 
RSV indicates that it follows a versional reading and the NASB accepts 
that reading without indicating that it is a versional reading include “he 
maintained his fury forever” (Amos 1:11) and “That you may devote” (Mic. 
4:13), where the Hebrew has “I will devote.” 

A further sampling reveals that the ASV and the NASB in certain other 
cases agree in following the ancient versions instead of the Masoretic text. 
These include the readings “stone” (I Sam. 6:18), “tribe” (9:21), “no" (10:19), 
"God sees not as man sees" (16:7), “Ish-bosheth" (II Sam. 3:7, 4:1), “I" 
(3:18), “spoke” (14:4), “But you are worth ten thousand of us" (18:3), 
“Protect for me” (18:12), “leaves" (I Kings 6:34), “stationed" (10:26), omis¬ 
sion of the negative (Isa. 9:3), “will die" (Jer. 38:9) rather than "had died,” 
“an expert warrior" (Jer. 50:9), and “another” (Ezek. 17:7) rather than 
“one.” The ASV placed the versional reading in italics without a note at 
I Samuel 10:19; 16:7; II Samuel 3:7; and 4:1, but in the other instances 
(II Sam. 3:18; 14:4; I Kings 6:34; 10:26; Ezek. 17:7) it did not call attention 
to the fact that a versional reading was being followed. The RSV has also 
made all these same choices in readings except in II Samuel 14:4; however, 

only in II Samuel 18:3 does it call the reader's attention to the fact that 
it is following the versions. 

In certain cases a reading cited in the ASV margin is moved by the 
NASB into the text: “many" (Jer. 50:29) with “archers" in the margin, and 
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“when they die (Ezek. 43:7) with in their high places 

RSV, citing no marginal readings, agrees in text with the ASV on Jeremiah 
50:26, but drops the relevant phrase entirely in Ezekiel 43:7. 

In II Samuel 19:18 (19), the NASB accepts without notation Well hau¬ 
sen’s textual conjecture: “Then they kept crossing the ford.” Amos 6:5 
reads in the ASV, as in all current English Bibles, “invent for themselves 

instruments of music, like David”; but the NASB has “composed songs 
for themselves" and then has “invented musical instruments” as a marginal 
reading. The translation follows the unsupported conjecture of the notes 
of the Kittel Bible that kale (“instruments”) is a gloss in the text. 

In many cases the NASB follows the versions and other manuscripts 
where the ASV followed the Masoretic text. A lengthy supplement from 
the Septuagint is given in brackets at Judges 16:13a-14b, with a marginal 
note. Versional readings are found in the reading “Me” (II Sam. 7:16) in¬ 
stead of “thee,” “Merab” (II Sam. 21:8) instead of “Michal,” “thirty" (II Sam. 
23:19) instead of “three,” “lowest” (I Kings 6:8) instead of “middle,” and 
“My” (Isa. 33:11) instead of “your.” Still others are “their” (Jer. 17:1), “have 
stumbled" (Jer. 18:15), “Let not him” (Jer. 51:3), “In the midst” (Ezek. 
1:13), “beings" (Ezek. 1:20, 21), “them” (Ezek. 11:19), “have enraged" 
(Ezek. 16:43), “so now” (Ezek. 16:57), “Edom” (16:57), "choice men” (Ezek. 
17:21), “destroyed” their fortified towers (Ezek. 19:7; Thrgum) instead of 

“knew his windows,” “they” (Ezek. 32:25) instead of “he,” “he” (Ezek. 43:3) 

instead of “I,” and “Him” (Zeeh. 14:5) instead of “Thee.” The RSV rendered 
the Masoretic text at Ezekiel 29:7 but had preceded the NASB in making 
these other choices, though carrying no note at II Samuel 7:16; Jeremiah 
17:1; 51:3; Ezekiel 1:21; 11:19; 16:43; 32:25; and 43:3. 

In some instances where the ASV followed the Hebrew text, the NASB 
gives the versional correction but carries the reading from the Hebrew text 
in the margin: “His” is changed to “their” (Job 27:15), “my” is used instead 
of “their” (Isa. 26:19), “Marduk” is used for “Merodach” (Jer. 50:2), “the 
spirit to go” is omitted (Ezek. 1:20), “will return ... state” is omitted after 
“Sodom” (Ezek. 16:55), “wound” is used for “wounds” (Mic. 1:9), and 
“Milcbm" is used for “Malcom” (Zeph. 1:5). Of these verses, the RSV 
follows the Masoretic text in Jeremiah 50:2 and in Ezekiel 16:55 but 
precedes the NASB in its omission in Ezekiel 1:20, and the correction in 

number of Micah 1:9 and of spelling in Zephaniah 1:5. 

Where manuscripts vary, the NASB concurs in some choices made by 
the ASV: “servants” (I Kings 1:27) instead of “servant," “like a threshing 


in the margin. The 
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heifer" (Jer. 50:11) instead of “in the grass,” “when I shall punish you (Jer. 
50:31) instead of “your punishment,” and "drought" (Jer. 50:38) instead of 
“sword.” Of these, the RSV differs at Jeremiah 50:11. 

In certain cases the KJV, ASV, RSV, and NASB all make the same 
choice in the text, but the ASV and the NASB cite a versional difference 

winnow” (Jer. 51:2) instead of “foreigners," “desolate" 


in the margin: 

(Ezek. 6:6), and “I saw” (Ezek. 16:50). 

Versional readings given in the margin where the ASV had none include 
“and they spread a bed for Saul on the roof and he slept" (I Sam. 9:25), 

(II Sam. 14:4), "he will set” (Jer. 43:12), “call the name of Pharaoh 

(Jer. 46:17), “let them go forth" (Jer. 50:8), “a vision" (Ezek. 


came 

a big noise 

1:1), and “you" (Ezek. 5:15). Haggai 2:17 carries a note concerning the 
obscurity of the text, whereas the ASV had no such note. 

In some cases the NASB accepts without notation a reading the RSV 
lists as a textual correction: cf. II Samuel 13:16; 19:18, "removed from” 


(II Kings 16:18), “living” (Neh. 3:26), “restrains (Job 30:13), and arouse 

(Ps. 7:6). Though usually indicating that the translation is paraphrastic, 
the term “Lit.” in the margin may also indicate that a versional reading 
is being followed: “stirring up” (Judg. 9:31), “sent them” (Jer. 27:3), “rest” 

(Job 14:6), and "escape" (Job 15:30). The same is true of the note intro¬ 


duced by “Or. It may introduce an emended text: while he is eating 
“Or, as his food" (Job 20:23), “songs of deliverance 
32:7), “a swallow 


Or, shouts (Ps. 


Or, stagger (Obad. 16). 

There are, finally, those cases where there are wide differences between 
the ASV and the NASB- In the NASB reading “all wrists” (literally, “all 
joints of the hand”), the Masoretic text reads “of my hands” (Ezek. 13:18); 
here the NASB without a note follows the RSV. The ASV has "elbows,” 
plus a marginal notation. Daniel 2:5, “The command from me is firm,” 
follows the RSV, with a marginal notation, “Another reading is, ‘The 
word has gone from me.’ ” The NASB paraphrases Habakkuk 2:16 as, 
“expose your own nakedness,” giving the literal reading in the margin: 
“show yourself uncircumcised” (as in the ASV). It also cites from the Dead 
Sea Scrolls and ancient versions another reading, “Or stagger," which the 
RSV followed. 


In general, it may be said that the NASB Old Testament has called the 

reader’s attention to the existence of textual problems more frequently 
than did the ASV. 
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On examining the textual question in the New Testament, one observes 
that the ASV by marginal notes refers to textual variants in sixty-two 
instances in the Gospel of Matthew. The NASB notes only twenty of these 
variants in the margins. In twelve instances the Greek text of the marginal 
variant is chosen by the NASB over the text followed by the ASV: omission 
of "unto him” (Matt. 3:16), omission of "deliver thee” (5:25), “with no man 

in Israel have I found so great faith” (8:10), “but what went ye out to see? 
a prophet?” (11:9), “they ate” (12:4), “was many furlongs distant from land” 
(14:24), “and came" (14:29), add to text: “or his mother” (15:6), “Jesus 

Christ” (16:21), “were gathering themselves together” (17:22), “created" 
(19:4), "of this blood, see ye, etc." (27:24), and “where he lay” (28:6). Of 

these cases, only in 8:10; 15:6; and 27:24 is the reader’s attention called 
to the existence of a variant. The NASB had been preceded in these 
textual choices by the RSV in 3:16; 5:25; 14:24; 17:22; 27:24; and 28:6, 
but the RSV carried marginal notes to 3:16; 8:10; 11:9; 14:24; 17:22; 27:24; 
and 28:6. The NASB has followed the Nestle text in all of these readings 

except in 11:9, where the Nestle has, “Why did you go out? To see a 
prophet?” The United Bible Societies' text in this case prefers the alter¬ 
native followed by the NASB. 

Approaching the text question from the opposite side, in the Gospel of 
Matthew the NASB notes textual variants in only two instances where the 

ASV (and RSV) did not: omission of “of the blind” (15:14) and the alter¬ 
nation of the order of the answers (21:29, 30) in the parable of the two 
sons. In the first of these the NASB prefers a variant given a “C” value by 
the UBS text over that followed by the ASV and RSV. In the second, its 
sequence is the reverse from these translations, as is also true with the 
Nestle and the UBS texts. 

The NASB is nearer in text to the RSV than it is to the ASV. In using 

it, the reader has the advantage of a more current textual view than he 
does with the ASV; however, the reader of either the ASV or the RSV is 
made more aware of the existence of textual variation than is the reader 
of the NASB. The ASV had marginal notes to variants in the New Tes¬ 
tament in at least 170 instances where the NASB carries none. One such 
case is at Mark 1:2 where the NASB reads "Isaiah the prophet," taken 
from the Text us Receptus. The preparers of the NASB state that they 
have followed the twenty-third edition of the Nestle text for the New 
Testament, but they differ from it, from the United Bible Societies’ text, 
and from the text underlying the ASV. Nestle, the Bible Societies' text, 
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and the ASV agree in relegating sixteen whole verses of the New Testa¬ 
ment carried in the Textus Receptus to the margin. Most of these verses 
are also relegated to the margin in the NASB. The inserting in parentheses 
of “See marginal note” in the text (Mark 7:16; 9:44, 46; 11:26; and 15:28) 
is disruptive to the reader, though one readily grants that such an opinion 

is a judgment based on personal taste. For an unexplained reason, however, 
Matthew 12:47 (bracketed in the Nestle text and relegated to the margin 
in the RSV) is restored to the NASB text without brackets or note. Mat¬ 
thew 18:11 and 23:14 are restored to the text but placed in brackets. The 
same treatment is given the doxology of Matthew 6:13. Luke 24:12 is 

carried in the text in brackets. The ASV carried it in the text with a 
marginal note, but it is found in the margin of the Nestle and the Bible 
Societies’ texts. There seems no adequate justification for these textual 
reversions of the NASB. 

Textual problems with the ending of Mark (Mark 16:9-20) and with the 
section of the adulteress (John 7:53 — 8:11) are indicated by brackets with 
a marginal note. The ASV set them off by a space in the text. Both 
versions omit the Comma Johanneum (I John 5:7-8); but the NASB • 

carries it in a note. Unlike the ASV, the NASB prints the so-called “shorter 
ending of Mark." The treatment of this “short ending of Mark” is strange 

in a translation that claims to hold the view of Scripture the NASB does. 

It is printed in italics (which shows that the editorial board does not 
consider it as genuine) as an “Addition" following the “long ending” (Mark 
16:9-20). The short ending occurs in four Greek uncials: L. Psi, 099, 042; 
and in the cursive 579 following verse 8. It is in each case followed by the 
long ending. The short ending is also found in the margin of Ms. 274 and 
of the Harclean Syriac, in the margin of two Mss. of the Bohairic version, 
and in several Mss. of the Ethiopic version between verses 8 and 9. One 
old Latin manuscript, Ms. k, has only the short ending; but no known 
manuscript has it after the long ending. 8 

The NASB abandons the textual choices underlying the ASV in nu¬ 
merous cases and reverts to the readings underlying the KJV. The following 
are some illustrative cases: “or his mother” (Matt. 15:6; ASV omits), “of 
the blind" (15:14; ASV omits), “God” (Mark 10:6; ASV, "he”), “when they 
rise again” (12:23; ASV omits), “nothing will be impossible with God” 
(Luke 1:37; ASV, “No word from God shall be void of power”), “expecting 


S W. L. Lane. “The New American Standard Bible," p. 157 . 
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nothing in return (6:35; ASV, “never despairing"), “until the time comes" 
(13:35; ASV, “until”), “said” (John 4:17; ASV, “said unto him”), “Never did 
a man speak the way this man speaks" (7:46; ASV, “Never man so spake"), 
“Let her alone” (12:7; ASV, “suffer her to keep it"; margin as NASB text), 
“if God is glorified in Him" (13:32; ASV omits), “the Great Power of God” 
(Acts 8:10; ASV, “That power of God which is called Great”), 


u* 


in a vision 

(9:12; ASV omits), “without misgiving" (11:12; ASV, “making no distinc¬ 
tion”), “they were" (23:30; ASV, “thou wouldest"), “why does one also 
hope" (8:24; ASV, “who hopeth”), “was raised" (8:34; ASV, “was raised 
from the dead”), “us” (15:7; ASV, “you"), “in his time" (II Thess. 2:6; ASV, 
“in his own season"), “will send” (2:11; ASV, “sendeth"), “In these last 
days" (Heb. 1:2; ASV, “at the end of these days”), “not united" (4:2; ASV, 
“it was not united”), "then present” (9:9; ASV, “present"), “in these last 
times” (I Peter 1:20; ASV, “at the end of the times"), “pure milk of the 
word" (I Peter 2:2; ASV, “spiritual milk”), “when he appears” (I John 2:28; 
ASV, “if he shall be manifested”), “dipped in hlood” (Rev. 19:13; ASV, 
“sprinkled with blood"), and “with all” (22:21; ASV, “with the saints”). The 

NASB has not been consistent in calling attention to its departures in text 
horn the ASV. Many of these reversions, differing from both the twenty- 
third edition of the Nestle text and also from the United Bible Societies’ 


text, cannot claim the support of the majority opinion in textual criticism. 

in some cases the NASB differs from the KJV, the ASV, and the Nestle 

text; for example, at John 15:8 the marginal reading of the ASV, para- 

phrastically rendered “that you bear much fruit, and so prove to be my 
disciples," is followed against a variant preferred in the Nestle text. The 

word order in “Christ Jesus" (Phil. 2:21) and in “Jesus Christ" (Col. 4:12) 
is also against all the above mentioned authorities as well as against the 
United Bible Societies' text. 

In some cases the ASV differs in text from the KJV, and the NASB 
disagrees with both of them. For example, Mark 1:4, “John the Baptist 
appeared” (KJV, “John did baptize"; ASV, “John came, who baptized”), 
“began devoting himself completely to the word” (Acts 18:5; KJV, “pressed 
in the spirit"; ASV, “was constrained by the word”), “they ... we” (Acts 
28:1; KJV, “they ... they”; ASV, “we ... we”). 

In other cases the NASB differs from both the KJV and the ASV text, 
but adopts the ASV marginal reading: “Titius Justus” (Acts 18:7; KJV, 
“Justus”; ASV, “Titus Justus”), and “power of the Spirit" (Rom. 15:19; 
KJV, “power of the Spirit of God”; ASV, “power of the Holy Spirit"). 
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The NASB has textual omissions in which it follows the margin rather 
than the text of the ASV: "on me" (Mark 9:42), “and cleave to his wife" 
(Mark 10:7), “them who trust in riches" (Mark 10:24), “and saith unto 
them, Peace be unto you” (Luke 24:36), the whole of Luke 24:40 with a 
marginal note, “who is in heaven” (John 3:13), and “upon the sons of 
disobedience” (Col. 3:6). A section of Acts 13:18, which appears in the 
text of the ASV with a marginal note, is relegated to the margin of the 
NASB; and the marginal reading is transferred to the text. 

Variant readings are chosen which differ from those followed by the 
ASV: “Son of Man" is favored over “Son of God" (John 9:35) and “for 
forgiveness” (Luke 24:47) over “and remission." John 8:39 is rendered as 
an imperative: “Do the deeds of Abraham” where the ASV had a future, 
“ye would do the works of Abraham.” In Acts 15:32 “with a lengthy 

message” is chosen over “with many words." 

In some cases the NASB follows the poorer reading: “pure milk of the 
word” (I Peter 2:2) where the ASV and the preferable text drops the phrase 
“of the word.” However, in this verse both versions improve on the KJV 
by the addition, “unto salvation” (ASV) or “in respect to salvation" accom¬ 
panied by a marginal note, “or unto salvation” (NASB). Both have “tree 
of life” (Rev. 22:19) where the KJV has “book of life." 

In Hebrews 4:2, a textual variant is cited in the margin as though it 
were a translation variant: "Or, they were ... faith with those who heard." 

These various phenomena leave room for debate over whether or not 
the NASB has attained its goal of representing the best available text. 


Changing Editions 


In keeping with the Lockman Foundation’s promise 

Bible will be updated when appropriate, so that new discoveries as well 
as English language changes may be incorporated 

the NASB show corrections of defects in earlier printings that were pointed 
out by reviewers. In 1961 the editorial board felt it would be unwise to 
render the historic present tenses into past tenses in English; but by 1963 
they felt it would be better to do so, and marked them with an asterisk. 
“Says” has become “*said” (Mark 5:39; 14:63; John 8:39; Acts 8:36), 

9 jVfw Am^rican Standard Bible : TVanslation and Format Facts” (La Habra, Calif.: The Lock- 

man Foundation, n.d.) ( p. 7. 


The text of the 


current printings of 


en- 
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ters has become * entered (Mark 5:40), and takes has become 
(Mark 5:40). 

The word “Us" (Gen. 1:26) is now capitalized. The printing of “BRANCH" 
(Zech. 3:8; 6:12) has been dropped. “Sons of man” has become “sons of 
men” (Ps. 53:2; 58:1; 66:5), “Other masters than Thou have ruled over us” 
(Isa. 26:13) becomes “ruled us,” the heading “Qnan” (IChron. 21) has been 
corrected to “Oman,” “Mago-massabib” (Jer. 20:3) is corrected to “Magor- 

missabib,” and “Jaconiah" (Jer. 24:1) to “Jeconiah.” 

The prosaic, “Well then let us go straight to Bethlehem" (Luke 2:15) 

has become, “Let us go straight to Bethlehem then.” Early in the history 

of the NASB, corrections were made in John 1:43; 5:14; 6:19; 13:31; and 

20:26. 10 “Begun to be amazed" (Acts 2:7) has become “were amazed.” 

“If he shall appear” (I John 3:2) has become “when He appears.” Some 

printings (by Collins and A. J. Holman) now omit “The Millenium” [s/c] 

as a heading to Revelation 20. This heading was “The Millenial Reign" in 

the 1963 printing of the New Testament by the Broadman Press. 

However, there remain errors needing correction, such as “continued in 

amazement" (Acts 2:12) and “began to give them his attention” (Acts 

3:5), particularly when the same idiom is elsewhere handled correctly. 

1 - 

“Above him” (Mark 2:4), which should be as the margin, “where he was,” 
remains unchanged. 


took 


Lexical Material 


In many instances the preparers of the NASB were sensitive to archae¬ 
ological discoveries resulting in vocabulary updating. One such case is 
where the teraphim are “household idols" (Gen. 31:19; I Sam. 19:13, 16), 
with teraphim relegated to the margin. “Pallet” rather than “bed” is used 
(Mark 2:4), “lampstand” (Rev. 1:12; etc.) instead of “candlestick." However, 
one wonders why the NASB did not make more of vocabulary discoveries 
than it has. The serpent is not considered a “beast” (Gen. 3:1,14) in current 
zoology. Though the language is “Aramaic” (II Kings 18:26; Isa. 36:11; 

Ezra 4:7), and Jacob is a “wandering Aramean” (Deut. 26:5), for the 
same term Laban (Gen. 25:20; 28:5; 31:20, 24) and Naaman (II Kings 5:20; 
cf. Luke 4:27) are “Syrians.” The people in the general Damascus area are 


10 Robert G. Bratcher, review of New American Standard Gospel of John in The Bible 

lYansiator 13 (October 1962): 234-36. 
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“Syrians” (II Sam. 8:5, 6, 13; 10:6ff.) and the area is “Syria" (II Sam. 8:12), 

though the margin carries “Aram.” 

The NASB continues the use of “Red Sea” and only gives “Sea of 
Reeds" as a marginal reading (Exod. 15:4). “Amaw" (Num. 22:5) is rejected 
in favor of “land of the sons of his people." The NASB also rejected 
“glaze” (Prov. 26:23), “upsurgings of the deep" (II Sam. 1:21), “pim" (I Sam. 
13:21), “against" (II Kings 23:29), and “liver” (Ps. 16:9). "Beyond the River” 
continues as a direction rather than as a provincial title (Ezra 6:6, 13; etc.). 
“Thrtan,” “Rabshakeh,” and “Rabsaris” (II Kings 18:17, 19, 26; Isa. 36:2, 
4, 13, 22; 37:4, 8) are incorrectly treated as proper names; but “Thrtan” 
(Isa. 20:1) and “Rabsaris" and “Rabmag” (Jer. 39:3, 13) are correctly rec¬ 
ognized as titles. 

In New Testament vocabulary, “scroll” (Luke 4:17, 20; Rev. 5:1) is given 
only as a marginal reading. “Idle” (as opposed to “unruly"; IThess. 5:14; 
II Thess. 3:6, 7, 11), "delight in riches" (Matt. 13:22; Mark 4:19), and “after 
the Sabbath" (Matt. 28:1) are all rejected. “Tlitor” for paedagOgus (I Cor. 
4:15; Gal. 3:24) is retained despite the fact that a papyrus letter makes 
clear that the role of the paedagOgus and the didaskalos (“teacher”) are 
different functions. 


Translation Peculiarities 

One of the distinctive features of the NASB is its treatment of questions 
which expect a negative answer, expressed with me in the Greek sen¬ 
tence. 11 Where the ASV had “Can this man be the Son of David?” the 
NASB has "This man cannot be the Son of David, can he?” (Matt. 12:23); 
where there was “Would you go away?" (John 6:67; cf. 7:35, 41, 47, 52), 
the NASB has “You do not want to go away also, do you?” 12 Other cases 
include: “their unbelief will not nullify the faithfulness of God, will it?" 
(Rom. 3:3), “The God who inflicts wrath is not unrighteous, is He?” (Rom. 
3:5), "There is no injustice with God, is there?" (Rom. 9:14), “God has not 
rejected His people, has He?” (Rom. 11:1), and “Surely not I, Lord?" (Matt. 
26:22). Dana and Mantey list this sort of rendering as suitable for the 

construction; 13 however, the NASB has not been completely consistent in 


ll Pre(ace to the New American Standard Bible , p. ix. 

12 Robert T. Bratcher, lH Old Wine in New Bottles, 1 * Christianity Tbday 16 (October 8, 1971): 17. 

i:i H. E. Dana and Julius R. Mantey, A Manual Grammar of the Greek New Testament (New 
York: Macmillan, 1927), p. 265, par. 241 (2). 


177 



THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NIV 


its style. In Matthew 7:9 the text has “What man ... will give him a 

stone?” and the margin carries as literal “he will not give him a stone, will 
he?” Verse 10 of the same chapter, however, has the new form in the text 
and uses the more traditional question form in the margin. The policy runs 
into prohlems when the feature is followed by Paul’s mS genoito, “by no 
means!” (Rom. 3:5-6), for it has weakened that expression. 

Another very distinctive feature of the NASB is the use of began for 

the Greek imperfect tense when it is considered to be inceptive. Began 
is italicized to distinguish it from the translation of the Greek word or¬ 
dinarily meaning "begin." This feature creates its own problems. It is not 
accurate to say that the man “ began to give them his attention” (Acts 
3:5), for be had done that when he began asking for alms (v. 3). One should 
say, “He gave them bis attention." “ Began to withdraw" (Gal. 2:12) should 
be "withdrew.” 14 There are other instances where the effort to describe the 
commencement of an act (ingressive aorist) with began or became fails. 
These include “has begun to live" (Luke 15:32) and "about to go up" 
(Matt. 20:17). The latter case suggests that he had not started at all. The 
ASV had “as Jesus was going," which fits his movement that began at 

19:1. “ Began saying, ‘I do believe’ ” (Mark 9:24) can only mean that he said 
it again. In addition to envisioning the imperfect as inceptive and using 
began (Matt. 16:7) or started (Luke 7:6), the NASB at other times con¬ 
ceives the imperfect as tendential; for example, "They tried to give Him 
wine” (Mark 15:23). Greek experts would call this “overtranslation.” 

The NASB ordinarily uses the past tense, e.g., “he did,” for the aorist; 
however, some are rendered as perfects, “he has done,” and others as past 
perfects, “he had done.” The past progressive, “he was doing," is used for 
the imperfect, or if it is conceived as inceptive, “he began to do”; if con¬ 
ceived as customary past, “he used to do.” 15 The translators, in this way, 
had to express a value judgment derived from the context in each instance. 
When a Greek historical present tense has been translated into an English 
past, the word is marked with an asterisk; for example, “says” has become 
said” (Acts 8:36), as we have noted earlier. 

The NASB uses “Lord" for the divine name where the ASV used “Je¬ 
hovah,” except when the name occurs in close proximity to Adonai, in 
which case “God” (Amos 7:1; 8:1; etc.) is used to avoid confusion. 




L. Lane, "The New American Standard Bible, 
,5 Preface to New American Standard Bible, p. viii. 
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Theological Stance 

The conservative theological stance of the NASB is to be seen in ils 
consistent retention of traditional theological words. Semeion occurs forty- 
eight times in the Greek New Testament and is consistently translated 
“sign.” The KJV translated twenty-two of these as “miracle,” therehy ob¬ 
scuring a feature of the vocabulary of the Gospel of John. Haima is 
consistently translated “blood." In John 2:2 and 4:10 the use of “propitia¬ 
tion" for hilasmos is continued, once with a marginal reading “Or, satis¬ 
faction” and once without. “Propitiation” is also retained for hiliaskomai 
in Hebrews 2:17. Some form of the word “reconciliation” is used in thirteen 
instances for allassein (cf. II Cor. 5:19). “Saint” is retained for hagioi 
(Eph. 1:1; Phil. 1:1; etc.), though the need of a marginal explanation is 
recognized. “Brethren" is used (though inconsistently, as we have set forth 
in another section of this chapter) for the religious relationship. 

The NASB makes a clear but not consistent effort in the Old Testament 
to drop the archaic term “seed" (Gen. 22:17, 18; Ps. 105:6) as the trans¬ 
lation for zera ‘ in connection with Abraham, usually substituting “descen¬ 
dant” (Gen. 12:7; 15:18; 17:8; etc.). In the New Testament the NASB 
wavers he tween "descendant" (Rom. 4:13, 18; 9:7; 11:1; II Cor. 11:22) and 
“offspring” (Luke 1:55; John 8:33, 37; Acts 7:5, 6; Gal. 3:29), but then 
continues the traditional “seed" (Acts 3:25; Gal. 3:16, 19; Heb. 2:16) in 
theologically crucial passages. 

All pronouns referring to divinity are capitalized: “He” (Gen. 1:27), 
“Thee" (Gen. 3:10), “Us" (Gen. 1:26; 3:22), and “Our" (Gen. 1:26). The 

second person pronoun “You” when addressed to God, Christ, or the Holy 
Spirit, even when used by those intending Jesus no honor, is capitalized 
(Matt. 21:23; 22:16, 17; 26:68). The third-person pronoun referring to Jesus 
is usually, but not always, capitalized in the Gospels (Matt. 12:23). New 
Testament quotations of Old Testament material are printed in all capital 
letters, but the titles and pronouns begin with larger capitals. Nevertheless, 
“Son of Man” (Heb. 2:6) begins in regular capitals. By some sort of error, 
“man" is not capitalized in the first inquiry of Peter (John 18:17), while 
the pronouns of the second and third challenges are (John 18:25,26). 

“Spirit” (Gen. 1:2) is capitalized where interpreted to be the Holy Spirit. 
“Holy Spirit” and titles referring to him (John 14:16, 17; 15:26; 16:7, 8, 
13, 15; Rom. 8:16) are capitalized even if supplied in italics (Acts 11:15). 


179 



THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NIV 


In the Old Testament, all epithets and pronouns thought to refer to the 
Messiah are capitalized: “Anointed,” “Son,” and “King" (Ps. 2:2, 6, 12); 
“Holy One” (Ps. 16:10); “Shepherd” (Zech. 13:7); “One” (Mic. 5:2, 5); “As¬ 
sociate” (Zech. 13:7); “Son of Man” (Dan. 7:13; but not in Ps. 8:4); and 
“Redeemer" (Job 19:25). Also capitalized are most of the pronouns accom¬ 
panying these terms. With this policy, one wonders why “him” of Genesis 
3:15 and of Genesis 49:10, “star" and “scepter” of Numbers 24:17, “prophet" 
and “him” of Deuteronomy 18:15, and the pronouns of Psalm 22 are not 
capitalized. If it is said that the Psalm first applies to a human king, the 
same should hold true of some pronouns (for example in Ps. 45) that are 
capitalized. “Servant" (Isa. 42:1) and relevant pronouns are capitalized but 
in the other “Servant Songs" in Isaiah capitals are not used. In Isaiah 52:13 
“servant" is not capitalized, but it is capitalized at 53:11. The pronouns 
referring to the servant throughout the section are capitalized. “Branch," 
though not capitalized in Isaiah 11:1, is capitalized in Isaiah 4:2, in Jere¬ 
miah 23:5; 33:15 (however, the pronouns referring to him are not), and in 
Zechariah 3:8; 6:12, along with the pronouns. The capitalization policy 
(doubtlessly thought by the translators as giving Jesus Christ the honor 
due him) forced the translators to indicate what passages in the Old Tes¬ 
tament they felt had messianic import. Many evangelicals welcome such 
a policy but Jewish readers consider it a begging of the question. The 
snares of the capitalization policy could have been avoided by allowing the 
reader to make up his own mind. 

Both in its translations and in its notes, the NASB reflects a premil- 
lennial preference. The translators chose “as” in the phrase “the mountain 
of the house of the Lord will be established as the chief of the mountains” 
(Isa. 2:2; Mic. 4:1), even though the margin acknowledges that “on" is 
literal. The rendering, “And those who will walk by this rule, peace and 
mercy be upon them, and upon the Israel of God” (Gal. 6:16) makes it 

more likely that the kai will be taken as coordinate rather than as ex¬ 
planatory. In the marginal notes, “generation" regularly carries the alter¬ 
nate “race” (Mark 13:30; Luke 21:32). “He is near," though with a marginal 
note “it" (Mark 13:29), turns the thought of the passage to the second 
coming. In Revelation 5:10, the Greek present tense is rendered “will reign” 
where the ASV had “they reign.” Revelation 20:4 has “they came to life 
and reigned with Christ for a thousand years,” which supports the contrast 

the premil lennial ist likes to make in the verse. The ASV had “they lived," 

which is a more literal rendering for the Greek aorist, ezSsan . The follow- 
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ing verse (v. 5) in the NASB has “did not come to life for the negative 

of the same expression. The KJV has “lived not again” for verse 5, but has 
“they lived" for verse 4. The Greek, except for the negative, is the same 
in each verse. As previously noticed, the NASB carries a page heading 
“The Millenium" [s/c] for the section. 

Printing “I AM" (John 8:58) in capitals reflects the theory that Jesus 

is intending to make a claim connected with the wording given in Exodus 

3:14. Full deity is attributed to Jesus Christ in the NASB. The variants 

“the only begotten God" (ASV: “son”) in John 1:14 and “the Church of 
God” (ASV: “the Lord") in AcLs 20:28—in keeping with current textual 

views—are chosen. Romans 9:5 reads, “from whom is the Christ according 
to the flesh, who is over all, God blessed forever,” with no marginal alter¬ 
nate given. The punctuation in the ASV and the NIV gives the text the 

same translation as the NASB, but the marginal note in the ASV reads, 
“he who is over all, God, be blessed forever,” and the NIV marginal alter¬ 
nates with variations in wording suggest the same interpretation. The RSV 
has the opposite text and margin; the NEB text has a reading similar to 
the RSV, but has no marginal alternate. But perhaps too great a theological 
zeal lies behind the interpretative note in the NASB to the word “one” in 
John 10:30; “Lit. (neuter) a unity, or, one essence." It is entirely possible 
that other types of oneness were in the mind of the writer of the Gospel. 
By the supplying, without italics, of a definite article not in the Greek, the 
centurion is made to say, “the Son of God” (Matt. 27:54; Mark 15:39). 
Alternatives are noted in the margin. 

The added phrases in Acts 7:59 (comparable to those of the ASV) avoid 
having Stephen address prayer to Jesus. By the addition of the word 
“daughter” at several places (I Cor. 7:36ff.), the NASB perpetuates the 
interpretation given by the ASV of a difficult passage. The rendering 
“spiritual thoughts with spiritual words” (ICor. 2:13) gets the nod over 
the alternate of the margin. Preference is given to the rendering “All 
Scripture is inspired by God and profitable” (II Tim. 3:16; as KJV); and 
the ASV rendering “Every Scripture inspired by [ASV: of] God is also 
profitable" in the margin is listed only as “possible." 

Additional choices congenial to fundamentalist theology include the 
rendering of monogenes as “only begotten” when it refers to Jesus (John 
1:14; 3:16; etc.) and to Isaac (Heb. 11:17); though “only 
afflicted child, Jairus' daughter, and the widow’s son (Luke 7:12; 8:42; 

9:38). !Almah is 


is used for the 


virgin in Isaiah 7:14 but elsewhere is “maiden” (Gen. 
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24:43), “girl” (Exod. 2:8), “maidens" (Ps. 68:25 [26]; Song of Sol. 1:3; 6:8), 

and “maid" (Prov. 30:19). “Virgin” is used in thirteen out of fourteen 
occurrences for parthenos. At Revelation 14:4, "celibates” is in the text 
with a note, “Or, chaste men; lit. virgins.” “Virgin” is also used as a 
paraphrase (Matt. 1:25; Luke 1:34) for a longer phrase in which the word 
parthenos does not occur. 


Fidelity to the Text 


Though the Lockman Foundations publicity material makes glowing 
claims for the fidelity of the NASB, claiming that it is "unequalled in its 
faithfulness to the Greek and Hebrew texts,” 16 an inconsistency seems 
apparent in the way the NASB translators perceived their task. The intro¬ 
ductory material states that they retained conjunctions occurring in the 
original text even though they are superfluous in English, because the 
Holy Spirit led men to write that way. But did not the same Holy Spirit 
lead men to write many idioms which the NASB converts to English 

idioms? For example, in one instance, where the figure of speech known 
as litotes is converted into a declarative statement, “not a little” (Acts 

14:28) becomes “a long time,” but elsewhere “not a little" becomes “greatly" 
(Acts 20:12). Did not the Holy Spirit give many word orders which the 
NASB has changed, many phrases without the article where the NASB 
supplied the article, and many articles where pronouns have been substi¬ 
tuted? Has it not supplied conjunctions where the original had none (“and” 
in Gal. 4:6; etc.)? Are there not places where modifying words such as 

“alone” (Gen. 7:1), “simply” (John 4:48), “only” (IIThess. 1:3; I Tim. 3:12), 
“carefully” (I Thess. 5:21), and “ever ‘ (II Thess. 1:3) are added? Even though 
the added words are italicized, the reader will still read them and will 

understand the passage in the light of their implication. In at least one 

case (Acts 4:25), in addition to the italics, there is the note, “This word 
is missing in the Greek.” 

The NASB is relatively—though not entirely—free from paraphrasing 
tendencies. “And by the seventh day God completed His work” (Gen. 2:2) 

is paraphrased to avoid the idea of action on the seventh day. “Seared 

... as with a branding iron” (I Tim. 4:2) enlarges the text without use of 


l *"Neiv American Standard Bibte: Translation and Format Facts" (La Habra, Calif.: The 
Lockman Foundation, n + d), p> 5. 
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italics. “Poured out as a drink offering” (II Tim. 4:6) supplies the para¬ 
phrasis “as a drink offering.” “Keep house” (I Tim. 5:14} would be more 

literal as “manage their households. 


17 


Improvements over the v4S V 

In view of the stated aims of the NASB, those places where it is a 
definite improvement over the ASV become important. “The sound (go!) 

of the Lord God walking" (Gen. 3:8; also RSV) is better than “the voire 

of God walking.” The word that was “burden” in the ASV, accompanied 
by the margin “oracle,” becomes the reverse in the NASB as in the RSV 
(Nah. 1:1; Mai. 1:1). What was “bread” becomes “food,” with “bread" 
relegated to the margin (Mai. 1:7). The attempt to be exact can be seen 
where the lamp is put under a “peck-measure" (Matt. 5:15; Mark 4:21) 
instead of the traditional “bushel.” The NASB statement about Acts 8:37, 
“Late mss. insert verse 37," is a more accurate statement about the evi¬ 
dence than that of the ASV and RSV: “some [RSV: “other"] ancient au¬ 
thorities add all or most of verse 37." In the rendering of akouein in its 
various forms as “hear” in the narratives of Paul’s conversion, the ASV 
retains a contradiction. The NASB solves this problem by using “under¬ 
stand” in Acts 22:9 to reflect the different Greek idiom. 18 In John 1:3, the 
NASB reads, “all things came into being" where the ASV and RSV had 
“all things were made.” The NASB drops the supplied “our" of Hebrews 
12:2 which the KJV, ASV, RSV, and NIV all retain. There are cases where 
the NASB has a more accurate rendering of tense than the ASV: “they 
will reign upon the earth" (Rev. 5:10; RSV, NEB, NIV) renders a future 
tense hasileusousin which the ASV rendered as a present, “they reign.” 
The rendering “Diana" in KJV and ASV has correctly become “Artemis" 
(Acts 19:27). 


Retrogression from the ASV 

Cases where the NASB abandoned the revision of the ASV and returned 
to the KJV include reinstatement of the “caperberry” (Eccles. 12:5) and 


17 W. L. Lane. “The New American Standard Bible " p. 164. 

,8 E. C. Calverly, 'The New American Standard Bible : New Testament," The Muslim World 
55 (October 1965): 396-97. 
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having God deceive Jeremiah (Jer. 20:7). “Covenant" is used ioxdiatheke 
at Hebrews 9:16, 17 despite the general scholarly opinion that “will" is 
proper. One of the most marked ways in which the ASV differed from the 
KJV was in the interpretation given to Acts 26:28: “With but little per¬ 
suasion thou wouldest fain make me a Christian.” The NASB comes close 
to the interpretation of the KJV: “In a short time you will persuade me to 
become a Christian.” Whether or not the translators intended the state¬ 
ment to be ironic, it is fairly certain that the unlettered reader will not see 

the irony. “From house to house” (Acts 2:46; for kaV oik on) compares 
with the ASV's “at home” or with “in their homes” or “in private homes” 
of other current versions. The neuter pronoun “it” (Mark 13:14) is used for 
the Abomination of Desolation, where the ASV used a masculine pronoun. 

In isolated cases archaisms are used where the ASV had a current term; 
for example, “manchild” (Gen. 4:1) where the ASV had “son.” The ren¬ 
dering “the sun being obscured” (Luke 23:45) is poorer than either that of 
the KJV (“the sun was darkened”) or the ASV (“the sun’s light was failing”). 
The NASB’s rendering requires no more than a cloudy day to obscure the 

sun. “This is your god, O Israel” (Exod. 32:4) is less literal than either the 
KJV or the ASV, “these are thy gods.” 

The NASB has changed the interpretation of some passages which were 
not obscure in the ASV. Second Samuel 24:1, by the use of the pronoun 
“it,” has the anger of the Lord incite David, whereas the ASV had “Je¬ 
hovah” do it. The rendering “You only have Me among all the families of 
the earth” (Amos 3:2) is definitely inferior to “You only have I known” 
(ASV). In Matthew 3:16 and Mark 1:20, the ASV, in harmony with the 
Greek, suggests that Jesus saw the heavens opened; however, the NASB, 

by dropping the pronoun “he” (Matt. 3:16) to lower case, makes John the 
Baptist its antecedent; but then in a note it gives the alternate, “Or He.” 
An effort to justify the change in interpretation is made by a reference to 
John 1:32 where John does see the Spirit descending. In Matthew 16:19 
and 18:18 the AS V’s “shall be bound ... shall be loosed” is changed in 
the NASB to “shall have been bound ... shall have been loosed.” In John 
20:23, the AS V’s “they are forgiven ... they are retained” becomes in the 
NASB, “have been forgiven ... have been retained." 

In the NASB, the one who believes “has received [KJV; ASV: “shall 
receive”] forgiveness of sins" (Acts 10:43; aphesin harmartion labein). 

The last rendering lends itself to the idea that salvation is at the point of 
belief. Yet other changes affecting interpretation include “grace and truth 
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realized [ASV, “came”] through Jesus Christ (John 1:17), And He 


were 

made a scourge of cords, and drove them [ASV, "cast them”] all out of 
the temple" (John 2:15), and “You say correctly that I am a king" (John 

18:37). 

In yet other cases the NASB abandons the ASV and reverts not to the 
KJV, but to choices made in the RV. Examples include the phrase “the 
way of the treacherous” (Prov. 13:15) and use of the term “guilt offering" 


(Lev. 19:22; etc.). 


Problems Continued 

Some of the problem renderings of the ASV remain unchanged in the 
NASB. "For they said, 'He is a leper’ ” (II Chron. 26:23) leaves the reader 
wondering where they would have buried Uzziah had he not been a leper. 
Furthermore, as expressed in the NASB, each member of the Corinthian 
church is a member of each of the four parties (I Cor. 1:12). 

Italics 


The NASB italicizes words in at least 2,029 instances in the New 
Testament. Some of these cases are words that were supplied but left 
unitalicized in the ASV; for example, “shall come” (Num. 24:24). A pref¬ 
erence for inserting “some” is observable: “some tax-gatherers” (Luke 
3:12), “some soldiers" (Luke 3:14), “some Pharisees" (Luke 5:17), 
grain fields" (Luke 6:1), and “some bread” (Luke 22:19). Use of italics left 
the translators free to encroach on the domain of the commentator in their 
supplements to the text. Frequently an idea is sharpened or restricted by 
an added word when no addition was actually necessary: “you alone (Gen. 
7:1), “single cubit" (Matt. 6:27; Luke 12:25), “that very hour” (Matt. 8:13), 
“shall more be given” (Matt. 13:12), “ firm root" (Matt. 13:21; Mark 4:17; 
Luke 8:13), " only One" (Matt. 19:17), “proper seasons” (Matt. 21:41), 
“right at the door” (Matt. 24:33; Mark 13:29), “any one prisoner" (Matt. 
27:15), “only temporary" (Mark 4:17), “all about" (Mark 5:16), “last of 
all" (Mark 12:6), “ merely the beginning” (Mark 13:8), “the Father alone ” 
(Mark 13:32), “appointed time" (Mark 13:33), “go as a forerunner before 
Him" (Luke 1:17), “How shall I know this for certain ?” (Luke 1:18), 

erly clothe yourself” (Luke 17:8), “ real cause” (Acts 19:40), “accursed, 
separated from Christ” (Rom. 9:3), “you stand only by your faith" (Rom. 
11:20), “refreshing rest" (Rom. 15:32), 

forth" (I Cor. 14:36), “only a man's covenant" (Gal. 3:15), “God is only 


some 


prop 


mere men (I Cor. 3:4), “ first went 
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one” (Cal. 3:20), “the need of the moment" (Eph. 4:29), “do not merely 

look out (Phil. 2:4), “ true circumcision" (Phil. 3:3), 

2:17), “we really live" (IThess. 3:8), 

(I Thess. 5:21), “ only fitting” (II Thess. 1:3), “ ever greater” (II Thess. 1:3), 
“only just" (I Thess. 1:6), "only one wife” (I Tim. 3:12), “constantly nour¬ 
ished" (I Tim. 4:6), “ dependent widow” (I Tim. 5:16), “too hastily” (I Tim. 
5:22), “godliness actually is a means of great gain" (I Tim. 6:6), “still 

called ‘Today’ ” (Heb. 3:13), “only of milk" (Heb. 5:13), “only when men 
are dead" (Heb. 9:17), “a mere copy” (Heb. 9:24), “ only a shadow” (Heb. 

10:1), “any offering" (Heb. 10:18), “sprinkled clean" (Heb. 10:22), “only 
one Lawgiver" (James 4:12), "the very world of iniquity” (James 3:6), “just 
a vapor" (James 4:14), and “external only " (1 Peter 3:3). The insertion of 
the word “including" (Acts 6:9) excludes the exegetical possibility that 
“Freedmen" (Lihertinon) could be a geographical term along with the 
other geographical terms of the verse. 

In some instances, side comments have been inserted in italics: “He 
added" (Mark 6:9), “ with the saliva" (Mark 7:33), and “ the passage 
about the burning bush" (Mark 12:26; Luke 20:37). The statement “the 
old is good enough " (Luke 5:39) has a different implication from “the old 
is good.” Other cases include “Roman cohort” (John 18:3), “you say cor¬ 
rectly that I am a king” (John 18:37), “Hellenistic Jews ... native He¬ 
brews” (Acts 6:1), “human hands" (Acts 7:48), “translated in Greek" 
(Acts 9:36), “no longer consider” (Acts 10:15), “divinely directed” (Acts 
10:22), “just a man” (Acts 10:26), “the days of the Feast of Unleavened 
Bread" (Acts 12:3), “led away to execution" (Acts 12:19), “ all of which 
took about four hundred and fifty years” (Acts 13:19), “the meeting of the 
synagogue" (Acts 13:43), “the dust of their feet in protest" (Acts 13:51), 
“speaking boldly with reliance upon the Lord" (Acts 14:3), “the God¬ 
fearing Gentiles" (Acts 17:17), “ that is coming" (Col. 4:16), “from one 
Father" (Heb. 2:11), "tempted in all things as we are, yet without sin” 
(Heb. 4:15), “spirits now in prison” (I Peter 3:19), “the wilt of God” (I Peter 
4:6), a special gift” (I Peter 4:10), “Christian love" (II Peter 1:7), “ earthly 
dwelling" (I Peter 1:14), “really of us" (I John 2:19), and “a.good testimony” 
(III John 12). 

In many cases a possessive pronoun has been substituted in italics for 

the definite article, or supplied where there is no article in the original: 

“his child” (Matt. 10:21), “their journey" (Mark 6:8), “His name" (Acts 
5:41), “His resurrection" (Acts 26:23), “my offering” (Rom. 15:16), “our 


a mere shadow (Col. 

examine everything carefully" 


186 



The New American Standard Bible 


brother” (II Cor. 1:1), “ their parents... their children” (II Cor. 12:14), “ our 
faithful and beloved brother” (Col. 4:9), “my true child” (I Tim. 1:2), “ our 
doctrine” (I Tim. 6:1; but 6:3 has “the doctrine"), “His Son” (Heb. 1:2), 
“their body" (James 2:16), “our life” (James 3:6), “ your faith” (I Peter 5:9), 
“their greed” (II Peter 2:3), “their lawless deeds" (II Peter 2:8), “its corrupt 
desires” (II Peter 2:10), and “their mocking” (II Peter 3:3). 

When two words are required in English where there was one in Greek 
or Hebrew, as "fiery serpent (Num. 21:8), or “comer stone" (Ps. 118:22; 
Eph. 2:20; I Peter 2:6) for rosh pinah i akrogoniaios, the second word is 
italicized. These italics are superfluous. “Stone” is as justified in the trans¬ 
lation as “comer” is. Inconsistently, the word was spelled “cornerstone” in 
Job 38:6 and Isaiah 28:16. The verb supplied in a sentence translating the 
Hebrew nominal sentence is sometimes italicized despite the fact that it 
is impossible to make an English sentence without the verb: “Now the 
Canaanite was then in the land” (Gen. 12:6); but the verb is not italicized 
at Amos 7:14 and Zechariah 13:5: “I am not a prophet.” 

Though italics are freely used, they cannot be depended upon to inform 
the reader whether a word in the text has been supplied or was in the 
original. If a literal rendering is given in the margin, the translators felt no 
need to use italics in the text, but elsewhere also there are supplied words 
without italics. “Own" in the phrase “his own sons” (Deut. 33:9), in in 
the phrase “in your ways" (Deut. 28:29), “may” (Ruth 1:11), “influences” 
(Isa. 2:6), “same" (Amos 2:7), “am” (Amos 7:14), “in the sight of” (Acts 
7:20), “day” (Mark 16:2, 9; Acts 20:7; I Cor. 16:2), and “actually” (Acts 

22:28) are all supplied. “False" is not italicized in the phrase “false cir¬ 
cumcision” {katatome; Phil. 3:2) though “true” in the phrase “ true cir¬ 
cumcision" [peritome; Phil. 3:3) is. None of the words of “spiritual service 
of worship" for logiken latreian are italicized. “Long” in the phrase "all 
day long” (Matt. 20:6) has no italics, but “hour” in “eleventh hour" does. 
“Prove” in the phrase “prove to be My disciples” (John 15:8), "still" in 
“still more excellent way” (I Cor. 12:31), and the words “just as” for kathos 
(I John 3:2, 3, 7, 23) are not italicized. “Seared in their own conscience as 
with a branding iron" (I Tim. 4:2) carries none. 19 The definite article is 
supplied without italics in many instances, beginning with the first words 
of Genesis: “In the beginning.” The reader can never be certain whether 
the original had the definite article or not. 


i l 4 


,9 W. L. Lane, “The New American Standard Bible,” p. 163. 
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Italics may be used where a textual variant has been followed, though 
the reader is not so informed. The ASV used “Jesus” in Matthew 4:23, 
calling attention to the variant “he" in the margin. The NASB italicizes 

“Jesus" with no marginal note. Other cases of italicizing a versional reading 
include the supplied numerals in I Samuel 13:1. “Like" is inserted at Isaiah 
21:8: “like a lion” for the Hebrew “a lion”; and “as" at Psalm 11:1; “as a 
bird,” for a vocative, without a note that a version instead of the Masoretic 
text is being followed. 

Marginal Notes 

Though the NASB is a comparatively literal translation, even to the 
point of being called “severely literalistic," 20 it supplies in the margins 

even more literal renderings for many verses (159 verses in Matthew, 114 
in Mark, 207 in Luke, 61 in John, and 231 in Acts), each one introduced 
by the abbreviation “Lit." An almost equally great number of alternate 
renderings (affecting 203 verses in Matt., 112 in Mark, 154 in Luke, 70 in 
John, and 204 in Acts) are introduced by “Or." While many of these are 
helpful, it is not of much value to be told that “Jewish elders" are more 
literally “elders of the Jews" (Luke 7:3), that "sinful flesh” is “flesh of sin" 
(Rom. 8:3), that “fatter” is “fat of flesh” (Dan. 1:15), that a “wall” is a 
“fence” (Mark 12:1), that “his wife" is more literally “his own wife" (Acts 
24:24), that “a great storm in the sea” (Matt. 8:24) is “a great shaking,” 
that an alternate “of the dead” is “of corpses" (Mark 12:27), that "pre¬ 
tended” is “feigned themselves” (Luke 20:20), or that “is staying" is “is 
lodging" (Acts 10:6). “Harshly” (Mark 15:3) can hardly be called an alter¬ 
nate rendering of pollu, which has been “of many things" in all English 
translations since that of Tyndale and which is acknowledged as literal in 
the margin of the NASB. 

Some lack of consistency is observable. The NASB translates psuche 
as “life” in Mark 8:35 but as “soul” in the next two verses, giving “Gr. 
soul-life" in the margin; but then uses “life” for psuche in Matthew 20:28; 
Mark 10:45; and John 12:25 with only “Or soul" in the margin. What is 
carried in one place in the margin as a literal rendering is in other texts 

introduced by the abbreviation “Gr.”; for example, “Gr., soul-life ” (Mark 
8:35, 36, 37). When in one instance “congregation” carries a marginal note 
“Or, multitude" (Acts 6:2) and then three verses further (6:5) a second 


20 Bruce M. Metzger. “TYials of the TYanslator," Theology Today 33 (April 1976): 97 
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occurrence has “Lit., multitude, one wonders what principle has been 
followed in determining whether to use “Or” or “Lit." 

In certain cases the reading given in the margin would have been pref¬ 
erable to that given in the text. If “brimstone” means “sulfur” (Luke 17:29; 
cf. Gen. 19:24; Rev. 9:17), why would not “sulfur” be preferable in the text? 
Occurrences of “brimstone” in the Old Testament and at Revelation 14:10; 
19:20; 20:10 have no marginal note. At Matthew 28:19, “baptized into the 

for eis would be preferable. The rendering that Haran died “during 
the lifetime of his father” (Gen. 11:28) seems preferable to “in the presence 
of.” Is the text actually saying that his father was present at his death? 
“A child conductor” (Gal. 3:24), though not the best rendering, is more 
accurate than “tutor”; however, the same word at I Corinthians 4:15 has 
no marginal reading. “Laundryman” (Mai. 3:2) is clearer than “fuller,” and 
"first fruits” (Nah. 3:12) is a slightly different image from “ripe fruit.” 

“Birth pangs” (Mark 13:8), as a term for the end times, needs an explan¬ 
atory note for the reader. The rendering “vessel” in I Thessalonians 4:4 is 

literal but ohscure; “body" or “wife," noted in the margin, would clarify 
the meaning. 

The marginal notes are not totally reliable; for example, “covenant” 

(Gal. 3:15) carries a marginal “Or, will, or testament.” New Testament 

scholars are emphatic that except for Hebrews 9:16, 17, these terms are 

not the import of diatheks in the New Testament. “Bull of the herd” in 

the text and “Or, bull of the herd” in the margin (Lev. 4:14) seems an 
error. 


name 


The annotators did not refrain from commentary. “His name” (Acts 
5:41) carries the margin “Lit., the name (par excellence)." It is not accurate 
to translate baptismtai as “cleanse” (Mark 7:4) with a marginal reading 
“Or, sprinkle," and then to translate the noun of the same root in the same 
verse as “washing" with a marginal reading “Lit., baptizing." The rendering 
“For by grace you have been saved through faith; and that not of yourselves, 
it is the gift of God" carries a marginal note “I.e., that salvation.” The 
phrase have been forgiven” (John 20:23) has the marginal reading “I.e., 
have previously been forgiven." “In sanctification" has the note "I.e., in a 
state or sphere of." In each of these cases there are other possibilities in 
interpretation, and it is not the task of a translator to urge a single inter¬ 
pretation through marginal glosses. 21 


21 W. L. Lane, "The New American Standard Bible," pp. 164-65. 
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Consistency in Rendering 


The verb mlk, which is wring off its head 


in Leviticus 1:15, is “nip 

its head at the front of its neck" in Leviticus 5:8. The NASB rendered 


doulos four ways; in English Bibles since TVndale it had been “servant" 

(except that the KJV used "bondservant" once and the ASV used “bond- 
servant" in thirteen passages). “Slave” is invariably used where the actual 
institution of slavery is spoken of (Philem. 16; Rev. 6:15). However, Jesus 
in the incarnation takes the form of a “bond-servant” (Phil. 2:7), and when 

the relationship of the Christian to Christ is spoken of, “bond-servant” is 
ordinarily used (Luke 2:29; Rom. 1:1; Phil. 1:1; James 1:1; II Peter 1:1; 
Jude 1; Rev. 1:1; 7:3; 11:18; 15:3; 22:3, 6). Even for this relationship “bond- 

slave” is twice used (Col. 4:7, 12), which seems hardly justified when 
diakonos in the same context is rendered “servant.” "Servant” is also used 
for doulos (Rev. 19:10; 22:9). In one case one chapter uses “servants the 

prophets” (Rev. 10:7) and the next chapter has “ bond-servants the proph¬ 
ets" (Rev. 11:18) for the same Greek phrase. The reluctance to use “slave” 

consistently for doulos is not understandable. In the final judgment the 
Lord calls the faithful a “slave” (Matt. 25:21). Jesus spoke of “slave of sin” 
(John 8:34), and Paul makes the contrast between “slaves” to sin and 
“slaves" to righteousness (Rom. 6:16-19). Peter speaks of “slaves of cor¬ 
ruption" (II Peter 2:19). Christians are “Christ’s slaves” (I Cor. 7:22; Eph. 

6:6). Why should a version have “fellow bond-servant” (Col. 1:7) and “fel¬ 
low-bondslave" (Col. 4:7) for the same term (sundoulos), describing the 

same relationship, in the same epistle? In Revelation 19:2 “bond-servant" 
is used as Old Testament phraseology, and the reference given is to Deu¬ 
teronomy 32:43; but in that passage “servant” was used. The same is seen 
in Revelation 19:5 as compared with Psalm 134:1. Elsewhere, “fellow- 

slave” (Matt. 18:28, 31, 33; 24:49) and “fellow servant” (Rev. 6:11; 19:10; 
22:9) are used. By such variety the connection between all these statements 
is obscured for the reader. 

More consistency in rendering Old Testament passages and their quo¬ 
tations in the New Testament (in cases where there is no textual difference) 
would add to clarity. “Your countrymen” (Deut. 18:15) becomes “your 
brethren" (Acts 3:22; 7:37) when quoted in the New Testament, though 
carrying a marginal note “Lit., brothers .” "Scepter of uprightness" (Ps. 

45:6) becomes “the righteous scepter" (Heb. 1:8), “has anointed” (Ps. 45:7) 
becomes “hath anointed" (Heb. 1:9), “oil of joy" (Ps. 45:7) becomes “oil of 
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Micah 5:2 


gladness" (Heb. 1:9), and “fellows” becomes companions. 

'Too little to be among the clans of Judah," is hardly recognizable when 
quoted in Matthew 2:6 as “are by no means least among the leaders of 

Judah.” 

Apoluein is translated “put away" with a margin “divorce” (Matt. 1:19), 
and in another place is 


send her away” with a margin “divorce (Mark 
divorce” with a margin “send away” (Matt. 5:31). It 


10:4). Elsewhere it is 

also is 


divorce” with no margin at all (Matt. 5:32; 19:3-9; Mark 10:2, 11; 


Luke 16:18). 

At times ho poneros is rendered “evil" with “the evil one" (used by the 
ASV) given in the margin (Matt. 5:37; 6:13); at other times “the evil one" 
is retained in the text with “evil” in the margin (Eph. 6:16; II Thess. 3:3). 
Elsewhere “the evil one" is used (I John 5:18, 19) with neither italics nor 

marginal reading. 

In Genesis 2:7 man is called a 


living being" (margin: "sour); but for 
the same term, animals are called “living creatures” (Gen. 1:24; 9:10, 12, 

15, 16) with no marginal note. In Exodus 16 both the page heading and 
the text (v. 13) have the plural “quails," but in Numbers 11 both the head¬ 
ing and the text (vv. 31, 32) have "quail." 

“Free gift" with no italics is continued in Romans 5:15, 16 and 6:23 as 

in the ASV, whereas other occurrences of charts are rendered as “gift." 


John has a “leather belt” (Matt. 3:4; Mark 1:6); but Elijah, his predecessor, 
had a “leather girdle" (II Kings 1:8). 

The word te/eios is translated “mature man" (Eph. 4:13), “mature" 
(I Cor. 2:6; 14:20; Heb. 5:14), “perfect" (Phil. 3:15; Col. 4:12; James 3:2), 
and “complete” (Col. 1:28). Katartizen is "equip you in every good thing” 
(Heb. 13:21), but elsewhere is “perfect” (I Peter 5:10). Apaggello is once 
rendered “ran to report” (Matt. 28:8), but elsewhere is merely “reported” 
(Luke 24:9). Adelphotes is "brotherhood" (I Peter 2:17), but in the second 
occurrence is “brethren" (I Peter 5:9) with a margin “Lit., brotherhood." 

A different sort of consistency problem is encountered when a Greek 
term is used in two different meanings by a New Testament writer. The 
NASB makes no effort to distinguish in translation between those cases 
where sarx means the physical body (Rom. 3:20; 4:1) and those cases in 

Paul’s letters where it designates tbe seat of sin (Rom. 8:4ff.; kata sarka ). 
Both are translated “flesh." 

There is also the problem of rendering two Greek words by one English 
word. An unfortunate choice of words gives the NASB the anomaly (which 
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some have pointed out in several of the versions [NEB; NIV]) of having 
Jesus claim he came not “to abolish" the Law (Matt. 5:17), but then of 
having Paul say that he "abolished" it (Eph. 2:15). Since different Greek 
words occur in these passages, the English Bible should reflect the fact. 

The policy of inclusion or exclusion of the definite article deserves 
attention. Ho speiron is “the sower” (Mark 4:3), but ho luchnos is “a 
lamp” (Mark 4:21). Actually, both cases are generic and “a" would be 
suitable. 

The degree of variety exercised in the NASB creates confusion instead 
of clarity for the reader. 


Communication 


The advertising for the NASB claims, “The language is grammatically 
correct, contemporary English’’; 22 and most would agree that the NASB 
is a step forward in communication of God’s Word when compared with 
the English of either the KJV or the ASV. When one checks the NASB 
against the list of archaisms and other stylistic problems previously listed 
for the ASV, he finds that most of the cases have been modified. The long 
Greek sentence of Ephesians 1:3-14 is broken into five sentences, and 
Colossians 1:9-17 is broken into five sentences. Second Corinthians 3:10 
is rendered in clear English: “For indeed what had glory, in this case has 
no glory on account of the glory that surpasses it” 

Much clarity is gained in the NASB by using current vocabulary. Im¬ 
provement is seen when "travail” becomes “hardship" (Exod. 18:8), “blains” 
are “boils" (Exod. 9:11), and “murrain” is “severe pestilence” (Exod. 9:3). 
“Victuals” become “provisions” (Josh. 1:11), “passed clean over" is “fin¬ 
ished crossing” (Josb. 3:17; 4:11), “compass" (Josh. 6:3, 7, 11, 14, 15) is 

“encircling" or “march around," “discomfited” is “overwhelmed” or "routed" 

(Exod. 17:13; I Sam. 7:10), “host” becomes “army” (II Sam. 17:25), "hon¬ 
orable estate” becomes “prominent" (Acts 13:50; 17:12), “give me leave” 
is “allow me” (Acts 21:39), “on this wise” is 
“privily" is 

(Matt. 2:22), “raiment” is 

3:12), “suffer” is “permit” (Matt. 3:15), “straightway” is 
(Matt. 4:20), “holden with divers diseases” is “taken with various diseases 


was as follows” (Matt. 1:18), 
secretly" (Matt. 1:19), “parts of Galilee” is “regions of Galilee” 

garment” (Matt. 3:4), “gamer” is “bam” (Matt. 

immediately” 


22 Advertisement, back cover of Christianity Today 9 (October 23, 1964): 104, 
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(Matt. 4:24), “lose its savor” is “become tasteless (Matt. 5:13), foreswear 
is “make false vows” (Matt. 5:33), “mote” and “beam" are “speck" and 
“log” (Matt. 7:3), “palsy” is "paralyzed" (Matt. 8:6), “nigh unto" is “near" 
(Acts 9:38), “thrice" is “three times” (Acts 10:16), “quartemions" is “four 
squads" (Acts 12:4), “provoked her sore” is “would provoke her bitterly” 
(I Sam. 1:6), “manchild” is “son” (I Sam. 1:11), “marked her mouth” is “was 
watching her mouth” (I Sam. 1:12), “countenance" is “face” (I Sam. 1:18), 
“morsel of bread” is "piece of bread” (I Sam. 2:36), “save he that is of God" 
is “except the One who is from God" (John 6:46). Paul is not "opening 
and alleging” that Jesus is the Christ but "explaining and giving evidence” 
(Acts 17:3), “Be ready against the third day” is “Be ready for the third 
day” (Exod. 19:15), "determinate counsel” is “predetermined plan” (Acts 
2:23), “lame of his feet” is “crippled in both feet” (II Sam. 9:3), “gat him 

each mounted his mule” (II Sam. 13:29), “fourscore" 


upon his mule is 

gives way to “eighty" (Exod 7:7; etc.), “If there falleth out any war” is in 
the event of war” (Exod. 1:10), “upbraided" is “reproached” (Matt. 11:20), 
“undressed cloth” is “unshrunk cloth” (Matt. 9:16), “suffer" is “let" (Matt. 
19:14), and “shambles" is “meat market" (I Cor. 10:25). The list could be 
greatly extended. 

Nevertheless, one wonders if the various aims stated by the producers 
of the NASB are actually compatible with each other. While stating that 
“the attempt has been made to render the grammar and terminology of 

the ASV into contemporary English," 23 it also states that the NASB kept 

the original word order whenever possible, believing that this was a means 

the writer used to accent and emphasize what he deemed most important. 
It is further stated: 


til - 


Words are faithfully rendered in the New American Standard Bible even 
to conjunctions such as “and" in the belief that these, too, helped mirror 

the writer’s style and manner of expression. These are often ignored in 
free translation. 24 


These conflicting aims resulted in the NASB’s failure to attain current 

English style and vocabulary in many instances. Its language is not con¬ 
temporary and its English is not idiomatic. We see examples of this in its 

New American Standard Bible: TVanslation and Format Facts" (La Habra. Calif.: The 
Lockman Foundation, n.d.), p. 4 . 

24 !bid. P p. 6, 
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continuation of reversed word orders like “wicked exceedingly” (Gen. 13:13) 

and the use of the dangling clause: “one who shall come forth from your 
own body, he shall ..." (Gen. 15:4), 

her heart" (I Sam. 1:13), “the Lord, He is God" (I Kings 18:39), “Whoever 
swears ... he is obligated" (Matt. 23:18), and “the Holy Spirit ... He will 
teach you" (John 14:26). The superfluous inclusion of the pronoun in “this 
land to possess it” (Gen. 15:7), mars the style. Pronouns are at times 
retained in non-English order: “I and the Father” (John 10:30), “Me and 
My Father” (John 15:24), and “me and Barnabas” (Gal. 2:9). However, “you 

and me" (Gen. 31:49; Josh. 14:6; Matt. 17:27) is also used though the 
pronouns in Hebrew are in the opposite order. “Both” is used for more 
than two (Acts 19:16), and “the Less" is used for the superlative (Mark 
15:40). In biblical quotations, “did” is retained in the past tense: “didst 
hide” (Matt. 11:25) and “didst send” (John 17:8). Even with these archa¬ 
isms, occasional colloquialisms like “See here" (Matt. 9:30) and “put up 
with” (Acts 13:18) are encountered. There is an annoying preference for 
using the demonstrative pronoun “this" (Luke 18:22; 19:13). The expres¬ 
sion “By whom was bom" should be “of whom” (Matt. 1:16; ASV). 

While the NASB eliminated many Semitisms, there are still some that 


as for Hannah, she was speaking in 


remain. Consequently, English words are at times written in Hebrew word 
order: “they seek my life, to take it away” (I Kings 19:14), or “they killed 
each his man" (I Kings 20:20). These phrases are all Semitisms: “sound of 
Thee in the Garden" (Gen. 3:10), “pleased of heart" (Esther 5:9), “sons of 
pride” (Job 41:34), “son of wickedness" (Ps. 89:22), “sons of men” (Ps. 
53:2; 58:1; 66:5), “sons of the east" (Ezek. 25:4), “fire of God" (Job 1:16), 
“full of days” (Job 42:17), “scribes of the people” (Matt. 2:4), “freedom of 
the glory” (Rom. 8:21; KJV, "glorious freedom"), “sons of this age” (Luke 

of light" (John 12:36), “sons of disobedience” (Eph. 2:2), “chil- 


16:8), 

dren of wrath” (Eph. 2:3), “son of the devil” (Acts 13:10), "children of 
light” (Eph. 5:8), “horn of my salvation” (Ps. 18:2), “horn of His anointed" 
(I Sam. 2:10), “horn of salvation” (Luke 1:69), and “oil of gladness” (Heb. 
1:9). “Lovely in the sight of God” (Acts 7:20) is less satisfactory for dealing 
with a Semitism than is the “exceeding fair” of the ASV. “The Holy Spirit 
of promise" (Eph. 1:13) should be “the promised Holy Spirit." The exces¬ 
sive use of the conjunction “and" is an imitation of Hebrew style. Luke 
19:1-9 has twelve instances. “Preaching, and saying" (Mark 1:7) is a Sem¬ 
itism. “Beautiful in appearance” (I Sam. 25:3; II Sam. 11:2) and “of beau- 


sons 
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tiful appearance" (II Sam. 14:27)—both Semitisms—are used for related 

expressions. 

There are poorly constructed sentences: "The next day He purposed to 
go forth into Galilee, and He found Philip, and Jesus said to him ..(John 
1:43), and “And the one on whom seed was sown on the rocky places, this 
is the man ..." (Matt. 13:20). The sentence, “and they spoke, saying to 
Him, Tell us by what authority You are doing these things, or who is the 

one who gave You this authority?’ ” (Luke 20:2) is woodenly literal. 

The expressions “envisioned in visions" (Amos 1:1) and “every first¬ 
born, the first offspring of every womb” (Exod. 13:2) are redundant. The 
words of the marginal note “concerning saw” (Amos 1:1) seem reversed. 
Elsewhere the phrase is “saw ... concerning” (Isa. 2:1; Mic. 1:1). “About 
a hundred pounds weight ” (John 19:39) could have been made current 
English if the translators had used “weighing about a hundred pounds." 

“Begone” (Matt. 8:32) and “Thke courage” (I Sam. 4:9; Matt. 9:2, 22) are 
understandable but are not current. “Lord” (Gen. 18:12) meaning “hus¬ 
band,” “manchild" (Gen. 4:1) for male child, and “seed” meaning “descen¬ 
dant” are also not current. The NASB often used “descendant” or “offspring" 
for “seed.” Are the images “engraved images” (Deut. 12:3), or are they 
carved or hewn? The NASB used “graven" (Deut. 7:25; Isa. 10:10; 30:22; 

42:8; Jer. 8:19; etc.). A slip in grammar is encountered in the phrase “she 
had bom" (II Sam. 21:8) for “had borne.” 

There are some words in the NASB whose meaning is different from 
that of current usage. The NASB continues the use of “perfected” (Gal. 
3:3) meaning “ended,” “usury" (Neh. 5:7, 10) meaning “interest," and “sim¬ 
plicity” (II Cor. 11:3) meaning "singlemindedness.” “City” (Luke 7:11) is 
used for a village, "answered” (Acts 15:13) for "spoke up,” “slumber nor 
sleep” (Ps. 121:4) for "drowsy nor sleepy," “sell” (Judg. 4:9) for “deliver,” 
“providence" (Acts 24:2) for “provision,” and “visit" (James 1:27) for “look 
after the needs of.” “Gamer” is sometimes retained (Ps. 144:13) where 
“bam" would be better known. The words “extolled” (Ps. 66:17), “en¬ 
treated” (Matt. 8:34; Mark 8:22), and “fishers" (Matt. 4:19) are used. People 
are “taken with various diseases" (Matt. 4:24). “Raca” (Matt. 5:22), 
mon" (Matt. 6:24), and “Maranatha" (I Cor. 16:22) are merely transliterated. 
Why should anathema in the verse deserve translating as “accursed” but 
“Maranatha” merit only transliteration? “Brimstone" (Gen. 19:24) would 

be clearer as “sulfur,” “side-growth of your heads" (Lev. 19:27) could be 
“sideburns." 


mam- 
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Prior to Jesus resurrection, relatives (Matt. 12:48; Acts 7:13) and those 
related spiritually (Matt. 12:49; 23:8) are both “brothers”; but afterward, 
relatives are “brothers" (Acts 1:14) and those related spiritually are “breth¬ 
ren” (Matt. 28:10; John 20:17; 21:23; Acts 1:15; 3:22). However, there is 

a slip when Joseph's “brothers" (Acts 7:13) and his “brethren" (Acts 7:23, 
25) are both encountered in the same context. 

Coins, weights, and measures are always problems in translation. In 
certain cases an effort is made in the NASB to give current values for 

Greek money (Matt. 10:29; etc.). The term “cent" (Matt. 5:26; Mark 12:42) 
is frequently encountered; but elsewhere, by transliteration, “denarius” 
(Matt. 20:2, 9), “stater" (Matt. 17:27), and “mina” (Luke 19:16) are used. 
Other transliterations are “kors" (I Kings 4:22), “ephahs," “homers," and 

“baths.” Some distances are given in miles (e.g., “seven miles" [Luke 
24:13]), but elsewhere the measure “cubit” (Matt. 6:27) is retained. “Gal¬ 
lons” are used for liquid measure (John 2:6); however, “bushel” and “shekel” 

(Amos 8:5) inconsistently occur in the same verse. 

The NASB displays a hybrid mixture of old English pronouns and 
current English verbs; for example, in Psalm 45:7 “has" occurs, but in the 

citation of the same Psalm in Hebrews 1:9, “hath” is found. The NASB 
runs aground in its effort to determine when to retain the traditional 

“Thou,” “Thine,” and “Thee" with appropriate old English verbal forms. 
The old forms are retained in the Psalms, in address to divinity, and in 

the language of prayer (e.g., Acts 4:25). Saul (Acts 9:5; 22:8, 19, 20; 26:15), 
Ananias (Acts 9:13), and people in heaven in the Book of Revelation (Rev. 
4:11; 5:9, 10) use the old forms. But in the Gospels, people are represented 
at the judgment as saying “you” to the final judge (Matt. 7:22; 25:37, 44). 
The quotation from Malachi (Matt. 11:10; Mark 1:2; Luke 7:27) only merits 
a “you": “your face ... your way.’ 
resurrection, Jesus is addressed as 

Mark 2:18; Acts 1:6), his brothers (John 7:3, 4), the Pharisees (Matt. 22:16), 
the high priest (Matt. 26:62), and Pilate (Matt. 27:13). “You” and “Your” 
are capitalized in these statements though not capitalized elsewhere when 
referring to man. Why should “Thou” be used in the confession at the 
baptism (Mark 1:11) and in the confession of Peter at Caesarea Philippi 

(Matt. 16:16; Mark 8:29), and “You” be used in the equally confessional 
statements in John 1:38 and 6:68, 69? The whole problem could have been 
avoided by using “you” throughout 


During his earthly career and after his 
‘You” by his disciples (Matt. 14:28, 33; 
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Yet another case of the failure of the NASB to use current English 
•idiom is its proclivity for using the expression “at table” in combinations 
with the verb “reclining,” even supplying “at table" in italics (Matt. 26:20; 

Mark 2:15; Luke 5:29; 11:57; 22:14; John 13:12). But at times “at the 
table,” the current idiom, is also supplied (Matt. 9:10; John 12:2). The hold 
of tradition is seen when the woman of Isaiah 7:14, Mary (Matt. 1:18), and 
the woman of Revelation 12:2 are 

“I am pregnant" (II Sam. 11:5) and Elizabeth can become “pregnant" (Luke 

1:24). The NASB shows a consciousness of the need to speak of “heads 
of grain” (Lev. 2:14; Deut. 23:25; Job. 24:24; Matt. 12:1; Mark 2:23; Luke 

6:1). If it were a thorough revision, it would not retain “ears" (Gen. 41:5ff.; 
Ruth 2:2; II Kings 4:42; Isa. 17:5) in other cases. There is also the expres¬ 
sion “harley was in the ear" (Exod. 9:31). 


with child, but Bathsheba can say, 


Conclusion 

This sampling of some of the strengths and weaknesses of the NASB 
shows that, although at many places it represents a step forward in the 

communication of God’s Word and although it supplies many insights into 
obscure passages, the NASB falls short of what is most desired in an 
English translation. Some of its renderings are admirable, but the reader 
is reminded that a favorable disposition toward the ASV should not lead 

to a blind acceptance of the NASB. There is inconsistency in the NASB’s 
aim of retaining Greek and Hebrew structure while straining for current 
English, resulting in a wooden style. The announced translation procedures 
were not consistently followed. 

Time and usage, rather than publishers and critics, actually determine 
whether or not a version commends itself to believers in such a way as to 
become a “standard” version. In all probability, this version will not be 

markedly more successful in becoming the Bible of Christendom than were 
its predecessors, the RV and the ASV. There are several reasons: first, the 
sponsoring organization is not in a position to give it the needed circu¬ 
lation; second, the goal of a readable English style has been only partly 
achieved; and third, the theological peculiarities it manifests are not likely 
to commend themselves to the Christian world in general. 
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he Jerusalem Bible was edited by Alexander Jones of 

Christ’s College, Liverpool, England, with the assistance of twenty- 
collaborators. It is one of several evidences of the rebirth of interest in 
biblical studies among Roman Catholics. Its appearance constituted a mile¬ 
stone in Catholic English Bible publication. For the first time, a translation 
of the complete Bible was made largely from the original languages rather 
than from the Latin Vulgate, and it received approbation from church 
authorities. No longer need the Catholic depend on the outdated, poorly 
translated, and badly annotated Challoner edition of the Rheims-Douay 
Version (1749); upon R. Knox’s Version (1945); upon the Catholic edition 
of the RSV (1966); or even upon the Oxford Annotated RSV Bible (1965). 1 
The JB offered him a translation in contemporary, readable English with 
an annotation system to help him understand it. The first edition, issued 
in 1966, had over two thousand pages, weighed five pounds, and cost 

‘Approved for Catholic use 

May. 1966. 


seven 


more 


hy the imprimatur of Richard Cardinal Cushing, Bishop of Boston 
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than sixteen dollars. A paperback edition with abridged notes was made 
available in 1971. 

The publisher’s claim that the JB was “an entirely new version from 

original sources” was, to an extent, misleading. The Ecole Biblique in 
Jerusalem in 1948 began publishing, under the editorship of Roland de 
Vaux, fascicles of an extensive commentary with introductions to books 
and copious annotations. These fascicles, which represent the work of 

about forty scholars, are being continuously revised. But in 1961 the fas¬ 
cicles as they then existed were collected, abbreviated, and compressed 

into La Bible de Jerusalem 2 Those scholars who prepared the French 

work are unfortunately not listed in the English edition. They have been 

taken to task by Ugaritic scholar M. Dahood for too often taking refuge 

in the Septuagint and other ancient versions and for altering the Hebrew 

consonants to make them conform to such readings. 3 The same type of 

criticism has also been made of the English edition. 4 

The JB presents to the English reader a translation of the introductions 
and annotations of the French work, with attention given to the decisions 
and general implications of the Second Vatican Council. However, for the 
text of the Bible itself, drafts of most books—made from Hebrew, Ara¬ 
maic, and Greek, as the case may be—were then compared with the French 
text of La Bible de Jerusalem so that the text and interpretation of the 
French scholars could be preserved. But in some books the reverse process 
was true: the draft was from the French and then word-for-word compar¬ 
isons with the original were made. 5 6 Certain stylistic features of the trans¬ 
lation bear this out. Such a case is “Leave off! ... That will do!" (Luke 
22:51), which continues French style with English words. 




The Notes 

The most distinctive features of the JB are its introductions to each 
book, its notes, and its other study aids. No other one-volume Bible on 


2 Bruce Vkwter, review of La Sainte Bible , traduite en Fran^ais sous la direction de J Ecole 

Biblique de Jerusalem (Paris; Editions du Cerf T 1956), in CBQ 18 (1956): 315-17. 

^Cited by Ignatius Hunt, "The Jerusalem Bible in English/' Herder Correspondence (Novem¬ 
ber 1966): 328D. 

4 Ri chard C Oudersluys, review of The Jerusalem Bible, in The Reformed Review 21 (Decem¬ 
ber 1967): 22-27. 

*The Jerusalem Bible t p. v. 

6 L Hunt, “The Jerusalem Bible in English," p. 328D. 
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the market has so extensive a system of annotations. These notes contain 

great deal of helpful archaeological, geographical, theological, and lin¬ 
guistic information. 

In recent years theological differences between Catholic and liberal Prot¬ 
estant scholars have largely vanished, and the notes of the JB reflect this 
change. In such an ecumenical atmosphere, the JB represents the theolog¬ 
ical stance of liberal literary and historical criticism. According to the 
editor, biblical inerrancy is not so much in the facts and precise circum¬ 
stances in which facts occurred, but rather is in the spiritual meaning 

conveyed by those facts. 7 Within the introductions and notes, the Penta¬ 
teuch is said to be made up of J, E, D, and P sources modified by oral 
tradition and cult recitations; a prophetic book is a compilation of the 
sayings of the prophet made by his disciples after varying lapses of time. 
The Book of Isaiah has eighth-century material supplemented by at least 
two sections, some of which is postexilic in date. The Book of Daniel was 
written hetween 167 and 164 B.C. The Book of Jonah is postexilic and is 
not to be interpreted as history. In the introductions, the treatment of New 
Testament questions may reflect more conservative positions than that 
given Old Testament questions. Arguments are given for the literary prior¬ 
ity of an Aramaic Matthew. The Pauline authorship of all the letters 
traditionally ascribed to Paul (including the Pastorals) is accepted. How¬ 
ever, facing the difficulties of maintaining the Pauline authorship of the 
pastoral Epistles and Ephesians, the translators suggest that a disciple and 
secretary of Paul had been given unprecedented freedom. Revelation was 
not written by the apostle John, though it came from his immediate circle. 
Many of these positions were condemned earlier in this century by the 
Papal Biblical Commission, but new winds have been blowing in the Cath¬ 
olic church since 1943. 

Extensive attention is given in the notes to theological motifs and 

themes, representing the careful scholarship that is the trademark of the 
Ecole Biblique. An index enables the student to trace any theme treated. 

Old Testament notes draw attention to the messianic significance of certain 

passages and point out relevant New Testament passages. The annotations 

are considerably more comprehensive and competent than those of the 

Oxford Annotated Bible. Over half the textual notes in the New Testament 


a 


’’The Jerusalem Bible, New Testament, p. 10. 
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(342/618) indicate that a Vulgate reading has been displaced. 8 However, 

the notes do not explain why one reading has been chosen over another 
in the text. Most of the notes are not distinctively confessional in nature 
and do not carry on the Catholic-Protestant quarrel in the tradition of the 
Rheims-Douay Bible. In this area, that which is not annotated is almost 
as important in creating the tone of the Bible as that which is. Matthew 

10:2; 23:8-11; Mark 3:11; 6:3 (but cf. Matt. 12:46); Luke 8:21; 23:43; and 

Acts 11:30—all of which had tendentious notes in the Confraternity 
New Testament (1941)—are without such notes. 

Despite the ecumenical spirit of most of the notes of the JB, isolated 
cases of Catholic dogmatic teaching can still be found. The Gospels are 
titled “Saint Matthew,” “Saint Mark," “Saint Luke," and “Saint John.” The 
note to Matthew 1:25 asserts that the Gospels elsewhere suppose Mary’s 

“perpetual virginity.” The commentator thinks that Mary’s reply, “I am a 
virgin," “perhaps expresses also her intention to remain so” (Luke 1:34). 
“Virginity is a higher calling than marriage, and spiritually more profitable” 
(note to I Cor. 7; cf. note to Matt. 19:10-12). The note to Matthew 12:46 

asserts that Jesus’ brothers were “Not Mary’s children but near relations, 
cousins perhaps, which both Hebr. and Aramaic style ‘brothers,’ cf. Gn. 

13:8; 14:16; 29:15; Lv. 10:4; ICh. 23:22f.” 

While the JB straightforwardly translates Matthew 16:18, “You are Pe¬ 
ter” (without a gloss comparable to that of Phillips, NEB, and TEV: “You 

are Peter the Rock”), the note on Matthew 16:19, after expounding ideas 

on “the keys,” continues: 

Catholic exegetes maintain that these enduring promises hold good not 
only for Peter himself but also for Peter’s successors. This inference, not 
explicitly drawn in the text, is considered legitimate because Jesus plainly 
intends to provide for his Church’s future by establishing a regime that 
will not collapse with Peter’s death. The two other texts, Lk 22:31f and 
Jn 21:15f, on Peter’s primacy emphasize that its operation is to be in the 
domain of faith; they also indicate that this makes him head not only of 
the Church after the death of Christ but of the apostolic group then and 
there. 

The note to James 5:14 reads: “The tradition that these prayers and this 

anointing with oil in the name of the Lord, and for the purpose of helping 


8 Erroll F. Rhodes. “Text of N.T. in Jerusalem and New English Bible," CBQ 32 (January 
1970): 49. 
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the sick and forgiving their sins, are the origin of the Church s ‘sacrament 
of the sick’ (or Holy Unction), was endorsed by the Council of Trent." A 
note granting that the meaning is disputed identifies Romans 5:12 with 
the doctrine of original sin. The note to I Timothy 3:1 remarks: “The word 
'episcopos' (‘overseer,’ ‘supervisor’ or ‘president’) has not yet acquired the 
same meaning as ‘bishop,’ cf. Tt l:5f." That to I Timothy 3:11 notes, “This 

instruction is probably intended for the deaconesses, cf. Rm 16:1, rather 
than for the wives of deacons." 

Significant admissions are made in the notes in certain texts which have 
in the past been used by Catholic apologists as proof texts. The note to 
Matthew 1:25 concedes that the verse taken by itself does not assert Mary’s 
perpetual virginity; and the note to I Corinthians 3:15 comments, “This is 

not a direct reference to purgatory but several Doctors of the Church have 
taken it as a basis for that doctrine.” Another is the note to I Corinthians 
9:5: “Lit. ‘a sister, a woman (wife?).’ To look after the apostle’s needs.” 
The note to J ames 5:16 says, “Nothing special... may be deduced about 
sacramental confession.” The note to Romans 6:4 interprets the apostle’s 
figure of a burial to refer to immersion. 

In certain other cases attention is called to traditional exegesis without 
either affirming or denying its validity; for example, the note to Matthew 
6:11, after an alternate comment, says, “The Fathers applied this text to 
the bread of the Holy Eucharist.” 


Textual Questions 

In its approach to passages with textual problems, the JB generally 
follows the path widely accepted both in Catholic and non-Catholic circles. 
Some passages are printed in the text but are noted as problems in the 
notes. Such are Mark 16:9-20, whose Marcan authorship is declared to be 
open to question, and the pericope adulferae (John 7:53—8:11) which is 
recognized as not original because of its absence in the oldest witnesses, 
its occurrence in different locations in others, and its similarities in style 
to Synoptic material rather than to that of the Gospel of John. The absence 
of John 5:3b-4 in the best witnesses is noted. Other passages such as Mark 
9:44 and 46 are omitted in the text, but their verse numbers are also 
omitted to preserve the traditional verse numbering. The reader must 
consult other translations to find out what the verse so treated was. First 
John 5:7b-8 is only commented on in the notes, and its witness to the 
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Trinity is declared to be a gloss. Still other passages like Matthew 23:14 
have the traditional text given in the note with the verse declared an 
ancient gloss. Acts 8:37 is declared “a very ancient gloss preserved in the 

Western Text and suggested by the baptismal liturgy." Romans 16:24 is 
omitted without notation. The JB scholars have freely cited "Western" 
variants. They reflect a more charitable evaluation of the “Western Text" 
than is dominant in Protestant circles by accepting Western readings in 

fifteen cases in the Book of Acts. 9 In certain other cases the JB differs 
from commonly accepted scholarship in the treatment of a verse. Such is 
John 1:13 where the singular number {“who was") is accepted to make the 
fourth Gospel testify to the virgin birth of Christ. This Bible follows the 
Text us Receptus in having Paul stop at Tfogy Ilium (Acts 20:15). One is 
not always certain that the JB has followed the best text. 10 The distinction 

it makes in the notes between what is authentic in a book (that is, written 
by the author and not by a later hand) and what is canonical Scripture 
(that is, accepted by the church) raises afresh the question of how canonical 
Scripture is determined. 


Textual Emendation 


The JB manifests some rearrangement within the text to give what the 
translators felt is a better sequence. In these cases the verse numbers given 
in the margin will alert the reader to the original position of the phrases; 
for example, Isaiah 7:8a is placed before 9a, and 8b follows 9a. Yet other 
examples may be found in the verse sequence of Job 24 and of Zechariah 2. 
An abundance of other cases can be cited. 

The JB corrects what seems to be a defect in the Masoretic text, as 
does the RSV, by supplying from the Septuagint the alternative in the lots 
drawn by Saul (I Sam. 14:41). 

The right to introduce numerous conjectural corrections into the biblical 
text has been exercised. There are seven of these in the rendering of 
Isaiah 53. Isaiah 53:8 changes “the faults of my people” to “our faults." 
First Samuel 30:17 is corrected by adding “putting them under the ban.” 


^Charles H. H. Scobie, 'TVvo Recent New Testament Texts and Translations/' Canadian Journal 

of Theology 14 (January 1968): 58. 

1Q Gordon D, Fee, "The Text of John in the Jerusalem Bible : A Critique of the Use of Patristic 
Citations in New Testament Textual Criticism/' JBL 90 (June 1971); 163ff. P has subjected its 
dependence on patristic citation in the Gospel of John to a searching criticism. 
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In Judges 19:2, “She played the harlot against him of the Hebrew text is 
turned into "In a fit of anger” with appeal to the versions. “Yahweh" of 
the Greek Version is preferred for “Lord Yahweh" of the Hebrew (Amos 

1:8). “Assyria" from Greek is used where Hebrew has “Ashdod” (Amos 
3:9), and “Harmon” is conjectured to be “Hermon” (Amos 4:3). “Many [or 

Great] houses” becomes “Ebony houses" (Amos 3:15) by conjecture. “He 

showed me” becomes “the Lord Yahweh showed me” (Amos 7:7). “One 
quarter-kab of wild onions” sounds more palatable than “a quarter kab of 
dove’s dung” (II Kings 6:25), but that it is more accurate is not certain. 
“Telassar” becomes “Tel Basar” (II Kings 19:12; Isa. 37:12). The notes alert 

the reader to other conjectures that have been made, but despite the ex¬ 
tensiveness of the note system, the reasons for the conjectures are not 
given, and the student must consult the more extensive commentaries for 
the rationale. Amos 5:7 is turned into a doom oracle by supplying “Trouble 
for." “Reed Sea" is omitted from Psalm 136:15. One reviewer has pointed 
out that the translators have not followed a scientific criticism but have 
allowed subjective considerations to have free rein, substituting words for 
the Masoretic text that have no support in the manuscripts or ancient 
versions. They may or may not be footnoted as “corrections," leaving the 
reader at the mercy of the translator (cf. Dan. 1:2). 11 A New Testament 
example is “into one body" (I Cor. 12:13), which is omitted without ex¬ 
planation. “Will” (ICor. 1:1) is omitted and “send greetings" unnecessarily 
added. “Grace" has become “graces" and “of God" is omitted in I Corinthians 
1:4; “in him” was deleted in I Corinthians 1:5. 


The Translation 

The JB belongs to that group of Bibles formed on the principle which 
Eugene Nida calls Dynamic Equivalence—that is, it aims more at con¬ 
veying the thought of the original than at reproducing the grammatical 
structure. One reviewer claims it strikes a happy balance between the 
literalism of the ASV and the paraphrases of J. B. Phillips, being 
interpretative than the RSV, but less so than Phillips and the NEB. 

“Gleason L Archer, review of The Jerusalem Bible in WThJ 33 (May 1971): 191; other cases 

are cited in Frederick W. Danker, review of The Jerusalem Bible in Concordia Theological 
Monthly 38 (March 1976): 176. 

1 George M. Landes, review of The Jersualem Bible in Union Seminary Quarterly Recieie 

22 (March 1967): 281; G. L. Archer, review of The Jerusalem Bible, p. 191; and Oudersluys, review 
of The Jerusalem Bible, p. 24. 


more 
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Another characterized it as a paraphrase with semantic precision. 13 It 

makes language training on the part of the serious Bible student all the 

more imperative so that he can evaluate its interpretative renderings. 

The translators have chosen sides in certain linguistic disputes that are 
familiar to technical scholars. Solomon’s horses come from “Cilicia” (I Kings 

10:28). Joseph's coat is one of “long sleeves” (Gen. 37:3; cf. II Sam. 13:18). 

“Thres" are “darnel” (Matt. 13:25). That which was “cubit” is “span of life” 
(Matt. 6:27). The Persian province is “TYanseuphrates" (Ezra 4:10). The 
rationale for some renderings remains unclear, however. Why should luah 
(Isa. 8:1) be “a seal”? What the war horse should say in the face of battle 
has been a thorn to all English translators since John Wyclif; here he 

shouts, “Hurrah!” (Job 39:25). 

The paraphrasing nature of the JB is seen when it says there was “no 
sparkle in Leah’s eyes” (Gen. 29:17), when it speaks of the “limbo of the 
womb” (Ps. 139:15), and when the virgins of the parable are called “brides¬ 
maids" (Matt. 25:1). The priest says to Jesus, “I put you on oath" (Matt. 
26:63), and the perplexing word raca is rendered “renegade” (Matt. 5:22). 
Mary says to the angel, “I am a virgin" (Luke 1:34). Jesus uses “wine” in 
instituting the Lord’s Supper—a phrase more restrictive than the literal 
“fruit of the vine” (Luke 22:18). Nicodemus is merely “a leading Jew” 
(John 3:1), Lazarus is “resting” (John 11:11), and the people of Athens call 

Paul "parrot” (Acts 17:18). Paul would like “to see the knife slip” (Gal. 
5:12) where the RSV has “mutilate themselves." “Seasoned with salt" is 
“flavour of wit” (Col. 4:5). “Their god is the belly" (RSV) is “they make 
foods into their god” (Phil. 3:19). “Having preached to others” is “having 
been an announcer” (I Cor. 9:27). 

Certain renderings reflect choices in theological issues. The phrase that 

is traditionally “son? of the prophets” is “brotherhood of the prophets” 
(I Kings 20:35). That “his virgin" of I Corinthians 7:36 is made “his daugh¬ 
ter” is to take one specific side of the controversy on that passage. Use is 
made of the solecism "helpmate” (Gen. 2:18, 20) in describing Eve. 

While the editor claims to have rejected any attempt to preserve “bib¬ 
lical English” and to have aimed at producing a completely new rendering 
on the basis of contemporary usage and vocabulary, he has only partly 
succeeded. The English of his product is less modem than that of the 


13 D. R. Glenn, review of The Jerusalem Bible in Bibliotheca Sacra 127 (October-Decern her 

1970): 354. 


206 



The Jerusalem Bible 


NEB 14 and is a strange combination of innovation and tradition. "Give me 
leave to speak" (Gen. 18:30), “Vanity of vanities” (Eccles. 1:1), “daughter 
of Zion" (Isa. 1:8), and “man-child” (I Sam. 1:11) are retained. “You shall 
not kill” (Exod. 20:13; Deut. 5:17; Matt. 5:21; Rom. 13:9; James 2:11) is 
retained where “not murder” would be preferable. “The Widow’s Mite” is 
preserved in a heading (Mark 12:41-44) though “mite” occurs neither in 

the translation nor in the notes. 

But along with the traditional features there are also innovations in the 
JB which give it distinctiveness. Those apocryphal books which were de¬ 
clared canonical by the Council of Trent in 1546 are included, scattered 
at traditional places among the other books. Poetry is printed as poetry 
to a greater extent than is true in the RSV; sections of the Gospel of John 
are recognized as rhythmical. The spelling of proper names in the Prot¬ 
estant tradition, rather than in the Latin derivations, removes one point of 
difference between Catholics and Protestants, fn those places where the 
translators have despaired of translating, there is a blank in the text with 

dots to indicate the omission, for example, at Ezekiel 7:11; 21:15; and 
Zephaniah 2:1,14. 

The reader will be impressed with the fact that “Good News” is used 

instead of “Gospel." Abandoning “Lord” (of the KJV, RSV, and NEB) and 
"Jehovah" (of the ASV), the JB uses "Yahweh"—a form widely known 
among scholars for the divine name, but one whose suitableness is dis¬ 
puted. 15 The Old English usage of “thee," “thou," and “thine” is aban¬ 
doned, and the second-person pronoun "you" is used even when addressing 
divinity (cf. Matt. 6:9ff.; Mark 1:11; Heb. l:8ff.}. “Gesture of offering" is 
used where “wave offering” is in the RSV (Exod. 29:24; Lev. 23:20), and 
“loaves of offering” for “shewbread" (Matt. 12:4). “Brothers" (Gal. 6:18; 
etc.) replaces “brethren." “I tell you solemnly" replaces “Verily, verily" in 
the Gospel of John (cf. 3:3; 21:18). The Beatitudes (Matt. 5:lff.) begin with 
“Happy are.” Jesus is addressed as “Sir” by outsiders but as “Lord” by his 

disciples, leaving the translators to pass a value judgment on the speaker’s 
intent in each case. 

Another innovative feature is that contractions like "haven't” and 
"wouldn't" are occasionally used. Instead of “Ten Commandments” the JB 
has “Ten Sayings” (Deut. 10:4), a person may be a “tittle-tattler” (Prov. 

l *G + L. Archer, review of The Jerusalem Bible , p. 191. 

W. Danker, review of The Jerusalem Bible , p. 176, 
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11:13), and selah is a pause (Ps. 9:16, 20; etc.). “Hades” is “the under¬ 
world” (Matt. 16:18; Rev. 1:18). That which was “the garden of Gethsem- 
ane" is “the small estate called Gethsemane” (Matt. 26:36; Mark 14:32). 
Paul is let over the wall in “a hamper" (II Cor. 11:33). There is the “day 

of Acclamations” (Num. 29:1) instead of a “day for you to blow the trum¬ 
pets” (RSV). 

Preferences for certain words are obvious. In the JB one always “recon- 
noiters” and never "spies” (Num. 13:21, 32; 14:6, 7, 34, 38; 21:32; Deut. 

1:25; Josh. 2:3). An evildoer is a “wastrel” (Deut. 21:20; Ps. 26:4). 

The JB is not always consistent in its renderings. “Prostitute” (Lev. 
19:29; 21:7, 9; Deut. 23:18) is often used, but there is some use of “whore” 
(Isa. 57:3; Ezek. 16:29) and “harlot” (Josh. 2:1). This version prefers “slept 
with” (Gen. 30:15, 17; 35:22; 38:16; Exod. 22:15; Deut. 22:13, 27:20ff.; 

II Sam. 11:4, 11) foT the man-woman relationship, though sometimes “had 
intercourse with" is used (Gen. 4:1, 17, 25; 38:26; Exod. 22:18; Judg. 19:25; 
I Sam. 1:19). 

In John 19:24 we read how the soldiers at the cross “throw dice," but 
the other Gospels refer to this act as casting “lots” (Matt. 27:35; Mark 
15:24). “Lots” are also cast when Matthias is chosen (Acts 1:26). The Old 
Testament constantly refers to drawing “lots" (e.g., Prov. 16:33; 18:18). 
The prodigal wears “sandals" (Luke 15:22), but the Israelites wear “shoes” 
(Exod. 3:5; Acts 7:33), despite the fact that elsewhere the original word 
is more correctly rendered “sandals” (Deut. 29:5). The word which is ren¬ 
dered “dove” (Matt. 3:16; 10:16) is rendered “pigeon" in the cleansing-of- 
the temple scene (Matt. 21:12). There is no consistency in the rendering 
of doulos ; hence “slave” (Col. 3:11) and “servant" (Col. 4:12), though quite 
different in import, are both used. Failure to harmonize renderings of 
identical phrases is seen where the clause “except for the case of forni¬ 
cation” (Matt. 5:32) becomes “I am not speaking of fornication" (Matt. 
19:9). Children are borne in "pain” (Gen. 3:16), but man gets his food "in 
suffering" (Gen. 3:17)—both are renderings of the same word. There is the 
“Sea of Reeds" (Exod. 10:19; 13:18; Josh. 2:10), but elsewhere the “Sea of 
Supb” (Num. 14:25; Deut. 1:40; 2:1)-a transliteration-and also “Red 
Sea" which is literal for the Greek term (Acts 7:36; Heb. 11:29). The Greek 
word hades is “hell" (Matt. 11:23; Luke 10:15) and “the underworld” (Matt. 
16:18; Rev. 1:18), but is "hades" in other occurrences (e.g., Luke 16:23; 
Acts 2:27, 31; Rev. 6:8; 20:13,14). 
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A woman is sometimes “with child’’ (II Sam. 11:4; Eccles. 11:5; Isa. 
26:17; Matt. 1:18; 24:19; Luke 2:5) but elsewhere is said to “have con¬ 
ceived” (Gen. 16:11; I Sam. 1:20) or become “pregnant" (Gen. 19:36; 38:24, 
25; Exod. 21:22; II Kings 8:12; Hos. 14:1; Amos 1:13; I Thess. 5:3; Rev. 

12:2). “Woe” becomes “Trouble for” (Amos 5:18) in some cases, but “Woe” 
is retained in others (Amos 6:1). 

The JB falls short of being a version intelligible to the common English 
reader in all its features. Its preparers allowed their scholarly orientation 
to come through in the use of technical terms that may be semantically 
precise but which leave the ordinary reader in darkness. The Ishmaelites 
and the Israelite traders carry “tragacanth" to Egypt (Gen. 37:25; 43:11). 
“Wadi” (Gen. 15:18; Num. 21:12, 13; Deut. 2:13, 14, 24, 37) will have 
meaning only to those who have had contact with the Arab world. The 
nature of the “caper bush” (Eccles. 12:5) is not known to the average 

reader. 

Other perplexities will arise from the transliterated words, among which 

are the names of animals whose species is uncertain (Lev. 11:22, 30) and 

the phrases spoken by the drunkards of Ephraim (Isa. 28:10, 13). Divine 

names are also often transliterated: Elyon (Ps. 91:1), Shaddai (Job. 5:17; 

8:3; Isa. 13:6; Joel 1:15), and Mot (Isa. 28:15). Place names are at times 

transliterated: “Leb-kamai” (Jer. 51:1), and “Doberus” (Acts 20:4). Parts of 

the temple are the “Debir (I Kings 6:20; II Chron. 3:16; 4:20; Ezek. 41:22), 

7 iekal" (I Kings 7:50; II Chron. 3:17; Ezek. 41:1), and “ Ulam" (Ezek. 

40:48). “Gallon” is sometimes used (John 2:6); but in general transliterated 

terms like “talent” (Malt. 18:24), “shekel," “gerah" (Ezek. 45:12-14), and 

"denarius” are used. "Denarius” which is “a day’s wages" in Revelation 6:6 

is elsewhere transliterated, but kodrantes is “penny” in Mark 12:42. The 

sixth, ninth, and eleventh hours of the day (Matt. 20:1-16; John 19:14) are 

translated but, like the transliterated terms, will most likely be meaningless 

to the American reader. There is some effort in the notes to explain these 
terms. 

Some vocabulary is Latin and Catholic in origin. The JB uses “chrism" 
where the non-Catholic reader is familiar with “anointing" (Exod. 25:6; 
29:7; 30:31), “pectoral" for “breastplate” (Exod. 25:8; 28:4, 22, 24), 
molate” (Lev. 4:4; Deut. 27:7) for “sacrifice," “holocaust" (Exod. 29:42) for 
“burnt offering," and “altar of holocaust" for “altar of burnt offering” (Lev. 
4:18). “Levirate” and “levir 

(Dan. 5:11), “muniment rooms" (Ezra 5:17; 6:1), “quarters of the oblates 


41 ■ 
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(Neh. 3:30; 7:46; 10:29; 11:3); the “minions” of Rahab (Job 9:13; cf. Isa. 

37:6, 24); and the “tents of the venal" (Job 15:34). Many of these are poorer 
choices than were made for the same verses in the Rheims-Douay Version. 

Then there are those words which are not commonly used in America 
by the man of limited education: “assayer" (Jer. 6:27), “obsequiously” (Matt. 

23:7; Luke 11:43; 20:46), “compatriots” (Luke 19:14), “starboard" (John 

21:6), and “port” (Acts 21:3). Simon claims that he is someone 
tous" (Acts 8:9). 

Though the JB avoids many Briticisms, the American reader still en¬ 
counters colloquial words and phrases that are typically British: “Get my 
supper laid; make yourself tidy” (Luke 17:8) and “lurking unseen like a 
lion in his hide” (Ps. 10:9). Men “sally out” to battle (Judg. 9:38; 20:21). 

That in which grain is carried is sometimes a “pannier” (Gen. 42:25; Deut. 
28:5), but at other times is a “sack” (Gen. 44:1, 2). There is the “gaol” 

(Gen. 39:20, 21) and the chief “gaoler" (Gen. 39:21, 22, 23; Acts 16:23). 
An animal is “savaged by beasts” (Lev. 7:24; 17:15; 22:8; Deut. 33:20; 

II Kings 2:24). Blood was poured on the “surrounds of the altar” (Exod. 
29:20). In all of these cases the NEB and the JB differ in choice of words, 
but in other cases there is agreement. The lamp is put “under a tub or 
under the bed” ([NEB: “meal-tub”]; Mark 4:21). The barley was “in the 

ear” (Exod. 9:31) where an American would say “was headed out.” There 
is “the keep” of a palace (I Kings 16:18). The harlot “overlays" a child 
(I Kings 3:19). “Com" (Gen. 41:22, 49; Ruth 2:2, 16; Neh. 5:2; Isa. 17:5) is 

the standard British word for “wheat” but is used for “Indian maize” in 
America. The JB has “ears of com" (Gen. 41:22), and the grain grows in 
a “cornfield” (Matt. 12:1). 

There are words that sound strange; either the NEB or RSV choice 
(given in the brackets) is a preferable rendering: “byre” (a cowbam [RSV: 
“at home”; NEB: “stall"]; I Sam. 6:10), “phial of oil” ([RSV: “vial”; NEB: 
“flask”]; I Sam. 10:1), “disposed the army” ([RSV: “put”; NEB: “drew up”]; 
I Sam. 11:11), a woman has monthly “courses" ([RSV: “uncleanness"; NEB: 
“periods”]; II Sam. 11:4) but elsewhere has "monthly periods" (Gen. 18:11), 
“barbican” ([RSV; NEB: “wall"]; II Sam. 22:30), “equeries” ([RSV: "cap¬ 
tains"; NEB: "lieutenant"]; I Kings 9:22; II Kings 7:2, 17, 19; 15:25), 
“chargers" ([RSV; NEB: “horsemen"]; II Kings 2:12; 13:14), "festoons” 
([RSV: “chains”; NEB: “chain-work"]; IlChron. 3:5, 16), “denizens" ([RSV: 
“inhabitants"; NEB: “all that live in them”]; Job 26:5), "scurrility" ([RSV: 
“scoffing"; NEB: “irreverent"]; Job 34:7), “caparisoned" ([RSV; NEB: “made 
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ready”]; Prov. 21:31), and “caparisons” ([RSV: “rich carpets ; NEB: saddle 
' cloths"]; Judg. 5:10). There is 


pennon” ([RSV: “tackle”; NEB: "rigging”]; 

Isa. 33:23a), “haversack" ([RSV: “bag”; NEB: "pack"]; Mark 6:8; Luke 9:3), 
“plinth" ([RSV: “base"; NEB: "place prepared”]; Zech. 5:11), “burgle" ([RSV: 
"enter"; NEB: “break into"]; Matt. 12:29), “brigands" ([RSV; NEB: “rob¬ 
bers” or 

assembly"; NEB: “statutory assembly”]; Acts 19:39), and “bands of stuff" 
([RSV: "bandages"; NEB: "linen bands"]; John 11:44). There are "outland¬ 
ish gods” ([RSV: “foreign divinities”; NEB: “foreign deities”]; Acts 17:18) 
and “viziers of earth” ([RSV: “counselors"; NEB: “ministers”]; Job 3:14). 

Job “tore his gown" ([RSV: "rent his robe"; NEB: “cloak”]; Job 1:20). 
There is the man “whom God baulks on every side” {[RSV; NEB: “hedge 
in"]; Job 3:23). On the seventh day God “rested and drew breath" {[RSV: 
“was refreshed"; NEB: “refreshed himself”]; Exod. 31:17). Clusters of grapes 

envenomed" ([RSV: “of poison"; NEB: “poisonous"]; Deut. 32:32). 
The “tutelary shadow” had gone from Canaan ([RSV: “their protection”; 
NEB: "the protection that they had”]; Num. 14:9). 


thief”]; Luke 10:30; John 10:1, 8), “assizes ([RSV: regular 


are 


Style 


Isolated examples of awkward sentences can be found: Whatever kind 
of man is this?” (Matt. 8:27) and “For then there will be great distress such 
as, until now, since the world began, there never has been, nor ever will 
be again” (Matt. 24:21). Someone who hears a speech read may be confused 
because of the practice of starting a speech without informing the audience 

who the speaker is (see Mark 9:15-26). A. Gregory Murray finds the Cath¬ 
olic edition of the RSV more readable; he also thinks that the JB is not 
well suited to reading in public. 16 Reviewers have been particularly critical 
of the style of the Psalms. Robert Murray caustically said, "This version 
of the Psalms shows a sort of homing instinct for bathos, exceeding even 
that of the Confraternity edition. 

chattiness of the style has drawn criticism: “go away, and don’t sin any 
more” (John 8:11) seems too colloquial. 


There are also those cases where the 


17 


18 


]6 A. Gregory Murray, review of The Jerusalem Bible in Downside Review 85 (January 1967): 


90'93. 


n Robert Murray, "The Jerusalem Bible/ 1 Clergy Review 51 (1966): 927. 

ia F. C. Grant, review of The Jerusalem Bible in Journal of Biblical Literature 86 (March 
1967|: 93. 
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Problem Renderings 

More serious than the vocabulary and stylistic problems are those ren¬ 
derings that affect doctrinal issues. “Integrity 

of sedeq, which makes Yahweh our “integrity” (Jer. 33:16; cf. Isa. 5:16) 
where “righteousness” has been used by other versions. The Hebrew word 
refers to outward conduct measured by an objective standard (cf. Job 22:3). 
In Isaiah 46:13 “salvation” is used for sedaqah. Then in the New Testa¬ 
ment, “justice" is used for the corresponding Greek word dikaiosune to 

give “justice of God” (Rom. 1:17), but this rendering is not really adequate 
for the term involved. 

There seem to be inconsistencies involving theological questions as 
well as those of vocabulary and style. The translators vacillated on the 
question of which gender to use with the Holy Spirit; in the end, they used 
“which” (John 7:39; Rom. 5:5) and sometimes “whom” (John 14:26). Ek- 

klesia gave the translators problems; it ended up being rendered as 
sembly” (Acts 7:38), “church" (Matt 16:18; Acts 11:22, 26; I Cor. 12:28), 

and “community” (Matt. 18:17; I Cor. 14:4,12) where there is actually little 

variation in meaning. There is little justification for capitalizing “church” 
in Matthew 16:18, I Corinthians 12:28, and Hebrews 12:23 and not capi¬ 
talizing it in other passages. 

The note which accompanies Ezekiel 21:25 refers to Genesis 49:10, but 
in the translation the allusion is to the prince of Israel who is a “vile 
criminal,” that is, to Zedekiah. The rendering “put the child on her shoul¬ 
der” (Gen. 21:14; ASV: “and gave her the child”) creates serious problems 
concerning the child’s age. 

Celibate attitudes toward sex come through in the rendering “Sex is 
always a danger” (I Cor. 7:1). The rendering of I Corinthians 9:5 shows a 
reluctance to admit that Peter was married—a misplaced reluctance since 
Mark 1:30 shows clearly that he was. 

Belief in original sin likely in fluenced the rendering of Psalm 51:5: “You 
know I was bom guilty, a sinner from the moment of conc eption.” Ideas 
of church order make Phoebe a “deaconess" of the church in Cenchreae 
(Rom. 16:1). 

It would be hard to justify taking houtos (Rom. 11:26) as a temporal 
adverb in the rendering: “And then after this the rest of Israel will be saved 


is chosen for the rendering 


as- 
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well,” when houtos is an adverb of manner. Exception has been taken 

to the rendering “work for your salvation" (Phil. 2:12). 

The choice made by the JB to render ethne by “pagans" (e.g.. Acts 
13:46) instead of "gentiles" is an unfortunate one. “Pagan" refers only to 
a religion; the opposite of “Jew,” which is both a religious and a national 
designation, is “gentile.” 

This version does not reflect the distinction between “demon” and 
“devil" which is maintained in the Greek text of the New Testament; hence 
the victims are “demoniacs” (Matt. 8:28; 9:32) but are possessed by “devils” 
(Matt. 8:31; 9:33, 34), and sacrifices are to “demons" (I Cor. 10:20ff.). There 

is also the rendering “crimes” (Gal. 3:19), which to an American carries an 

idea quite contrary to “transgressions” —with “crime” as primarily an of¬ 
fense against the state and “transgression” a sin against God. 


as 


19 


Noteworthy Renderings 

A reviewer is tempted to devote his attention more to weaknesses than 
to strengths. No complete list of the latter for the JB is possible, but there 
are many. Its straightforward rendering of kiseka 'elohim by "Your throne, 
God” in Psalm 45:6; cf. Hebrews 1:8, where the RSV stumbled to give 
“divine throne,” is one case. The troublesome monogenes is “only Son" 
of the Father (John 1:14 and all other occurrences). Jacob makes “soup" 
(NAB: “stew”; NEB: "broth"; ASV: “pottage"; Gen. 25:29). The 'asherah 

is the “sacred post” (Judg. 6:25). “Yeast” is used where “leaven” has tra¬ 
ditionally heen used (Matt. 16:6; etc.). Solomon’s splendor left the queen 
of Sheha “breathless" (I Kings 10:5). The tongues of Pentecost are straight¬ 
forwardly "foreign languages" in some passages (Acts 2:4; cf. 10:46), but 

unfortunately the translators reverted to "tongues” in I Corinthians 14; cf. 
Acts 19:6. 


Printing Problems 

Though the JB is very impressive in appearance, a lack of care on the 
part of the typesetter and the proofreader marred the product in both the 

notes and the text of the 1966 edition. Adding to the long list of ludicrous 


,8 F. W. Danker, review of The Jerusalem Bible, p. 175. 
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creations by Bible printers is Pay for “Pray for peace in Jerusalem" (Ps. 
122:6) and “prisoners in the goal" for “gaol” (Gen. 39:22). Reviewers drew 
up extensive lists of other errors. 20 Most of these errors have been corrected 
in a later reprint; however, “for wife” (Gen. 28:9) is unconnected, and “Jer¬ 
icho” becomes “ericho” (I Chron. 19:5) in the reprint. 

It is unfortunate that the notes of the JB are printed in painfully small 
print, almost guaranteeing that they will not be widely read. 


Conclusion 


The JB marks a long step forward in Roman Catholic English Bible 
production. Its contribution toward a common religious terminology is 
beyond estimate. Most likely, the goal of a common Bible is an unattain¬ 
able dream except in those circles where ecumenism makes men willing 
to close their eyes to basic doctrinal differences. The JB, though a gesture 

of ecumenism, remains considerably short of the goal of being a common 
Bible and is distinctly Catholic in some of its features, as this study has 
shown. It is chiefly valuable for furnishing an orientation on positions held 
by a segment of Roman Catholic biblical scholars. It is in a more modem 

idiom than the RSV, but it also represents a more liberal modem schol¬ 
arship than the RSV does. The freedoms it has taken in dealing with the 

text leave it unreliable for doctrinal study or for biblical exposition. 


Z0 Alexander A, DiLella, review of The Jerusalem Bible in CBQ 29 (January 1967): 150-51; 
R, L. Child, review of The Jerusalem Bible in Baptist Quarterly 22 (July 1967): 188; Arthur S. 
Herbert, review of The Jerusalem Bible in The Bible 7Yanslator 18 (1967): 95; Larry L. Walker, 
review of The Jerusalem Bible in Southwestern Journal of Theology 11 (Fall 1968): 120. 
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he New American Bible of 1970 is an outgrowth of the 
encyclical Divino afflante Spiritu issued on September 30, 1943, by 
Pius XII. This encyclical declared that Catholics ought to explain the 

original text of the Bible, which was written by the inspired author and 
which has more authority than any translation ancient or modem. The 
earlier Catholic English versions —the Rheims-Douay Version 
(1582-1609/10) and its revision by Bishop Challoner (1750)—had been 
hased on the Latin Vulgate. The version of Ronald Knox. (1944-1949) had 
also been from the Vulgate. 

The effort to produce a new translation for American Catholics began 
to take shape in 1936 and was well underway before 1943. 1 The outcome 
of this effort was the Confraternity New Testament, published in 1941. It 
had also used the Vulgate as its text. With the way opened by the new 

encyclical, the Committee of the Confraternity of Christian Doctrine in 


Gerard S, Sloyan, “The New American Bible, 


Living Light 7 (Fall 1970): 87 104; Edward 
P Arbez, The New f Catholic Translation of the Old Testament/ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 14 
(July 1952): 287-54; Claude J. Peifeiy "The Nea' American Bible*' Worship 45 (February 1971): 

102 - 13 . 
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1944 requested members of the Catholic Biblical Association to translate 

sacred Scriptures from the original languages, or from the earliest extant 
form of the text, and to present the sense of the text in as correct a form 
as possible. The translators then abandoned the revision from the Vulgate 
which they had begun, started over, and finally presented their new work 
to the public. The NAB rightly claims to be the first American Roman 

Catholic translation made from the original languages. The NAB appeared 

the same year that the NEB appeared, but received much less publicity 

than the NEB did and was overshadowed by it. 

The completed NAB is a compilation and a reworking of the several 
sections of the Bible which appeared under the name of the Confraternity 

of Christian Doctrine: Genesis to Ruth , 1952; Job to Sirach , 1955; Isaiah 

to Malachi, 1961; and Samuel to Maccabees, 1969. The NAB should be 
thought of as a successive edition to the Confraternity Version. In the 
completed work, Genesis is a retranslation by D. N. Freedman with new 
expanded notes. New strophe divisions are made in Job and Psalms. The 
New Testament is a retranslation begun in 1956 to replace the earlier 
revision based on the Vulgate; it did not appear as a separate volume prior 
to the publication of the whole Bible, but portions were used in the Mass 

lectionaries after the introduction of the vernacular into tbe liturgy in 
1964. 


The NAB is the outcome of twenty-five years of work by fifty scholars, 

most of them Catholics. 2 The individual contributions of the various Cath¬ 
olic scholars are not revealed. After the Second Vatican Council directed 

that “translations be produced in cooperation with separated brothers 

that “all Christians may be able to use them,” Frank Cross (on I II Samuel), 
David Noel Freedman (on Genesis), James A. Sanders (on II Kings), and 
John Knox (on the pastoral Epistles) were invited as non-Catholics to the 
staff of translators, making the publication a gesture toward ecumenism. 
None of the translators received compensation for his work. Sixteen of the 
translating group died before the work was brought to completion. The 
NAB has been issued in printings by St. Anthony Guild Press, Paterson, 
New Jersey; by P. J. Kenedy and Sons, New York; and in a paper bound 
edition by World Publishing Company, in addition to printings by numer¬ 
ous other publishers. The format and the supplementary materials are not 


so 


*The list is to be found in the St. Anthony Guild edition at pp. 452-53. 
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entirely the same in the various printings. Pope Paul congratulated the 
' producers with the words, “For the faithful in all English-speaking coun¬ 
tries the publication of the New American Bible represents a notable 

achievement.” 3 


The Text 

The NAB (composed of its various segments mentioned above) is a 
completely new translation made from the oldest available Hebrew, Ara¬ 
maic, and Greek texts of the sacred books. The Masoretic text of Samuel 

• • P 

has been corrected in the light of Cave 4 materials of Qumran and of the 

Septuagint. In this one book there are 251 notes citing the Qumran scrolls, 
the Septuagint, and combinations of the two. The RSV has 58 notes and 
the NEB 104; hence it can be seen that the NAB departs from the Mas¬ 
oretic text in this one book much more frequently than do the others. 4 
The text followed in the Psalms is that underlying the Latin Psalter of 
the church {The Liber Psalmorum, 1944, 1945), rather than the Masoretic 
text. An extensive supplement of 123 pages of critical notes on the Old 
Testament informs the scholar of places where emendation of the text has 
been thought justified. In this list a transliteration is given of the reading 
followed—a procedure more enlightening than that used by the RSV which 
merely gave brief footnotes stating that a conjecture or correction had 

been made. 

In certain books where the translators thought that there was dislocation 
of material, lines have been rearranged; hut the current versification of the 
Hebrew Bible is maintained, alerting the reader to the rearrangement. 
Exceptional dislocations are noted in the footnotes. For example, after 
Proverbs 5:19, verse 22 from Proverbs 6 is inserted. Even more problems 
are seen in Job. In chapter 28, verse 3 follows verse 24, and verses 7 and 
8 follow verse 21. Verses 9, 10, and 11 follow the relocated verse 3 before 
continuing with verse 25. Such rearrangement is an excellent example of 
the translators’ rewriting of Job. It is impossible to conceive that accidental 
transposition of the text by scribes could account for the number of dis¬ 
placements offered by the translators. 


3 Cit«d by L. S a hour in, review of The New American Bible, in Biblical Theology Bulletin 2 
(July 1972): 206-8. 

4 Keith R. Crim, review of The New American Bible, in Interpretation 26 I January 1972): 


77-80. 
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Some confusion may be experienced by the English reader in the ver¬ 
sification of the Psalms. In the Hebrew Bible the headings of the individual 
psalms are included in the versification resulting in a one*verse difference 
from the Greek, Latin, and English Bibles. The NAB in some instances 
also differs from the Protestant translations by one verse. For the books 
of the Apocrypha where the Hebrew text is lost, the Greek text has been 
used. A striking innovation is seen in the printing in small type of the 
phrases with which rabbinic reading of Malachi ended to avoid closing the 
book with a curse. 

In the New Testament the twenty-fifth edition of the Nestle*Aland No¬ 
vum Testamentum Graece has been followed and sometimes supple¬ 
mented by the Greek New Testament edited by Aland et al. for the United 
Bible Societies, 1966. Some departures from these were made where the 
editors thought necessary. Doubtful readings are bracketed so that the 
reader may skip them if he wishes. Poorly attested readings are not in¬ 
cluded in the text. In certain instances (Matt. 23:14; Mark 9:44, 46; Luke 
17:36; 23:17) the unfortunate policy has been followed of merely informing 
the reader that a verse has been omitted in many manuscripts. The reader 
is forced to consult other Bibles to find out the content of these omitted 
verses. Acts 8:36-38 has been renumbered to cover omission of verse 37, 
and I John 5:7-8 renumbered to cover that omission. No note accompanies 
either passage. For Mark, the longer ending, the shorter ending, and the 
Freer Logion are all printed with marginal notations. In numerous cases 
brackets designate sections as glosses where there is no supporting textual 
evidence for the opinion. 

The NAB, as all other Catholic translations, includes the apocryphal 

books, found in various Greek and Latin manuscripts, which the Council 
of Trent declared to be canonical. Protestants call these books apocryphal 
and usually publish them as a separate anthology. Catholics call them 
deuterocanonical and disperse them at various places in the Old Testament. 


Introductions 

The NAB is briefer in introductions than is the JB. The introductory 
material represents the advanced higher-critical positions popular in Prot¬ 
estant theological circles that have recently come to be widely accepted 
in Catholic circles. These positions are in marked conflict with the tradi¬ 
tional positions maintained by the Papal Biblical Commission at the be- 
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ginning of this century, and they reflect some of the current conflict in the 
Catholic church. The reader of the NAB is informed that the Pentateuch 
is the outgrowth of the sources usually abbreviated as J, E, D, and P; that 
Moses, while perhaps responsible for some of the material, was not the 
author of the books in the modem sense of the term. The story of the 
flood is designated a composite narrative based on two separate sources 
interwoven into an intricate patchwork. There are two Isaiahs. The Book 
of Isaiah is an anthology of poems composed chiefly by the great prophet, 
but also by disciples, some of whom came many years after Isaiah. The 
Book of Daniel was composed during the persecutions of Antiochus Epiph- 
anes; Joel was written about 400 B.C. Mark is the first of the Gospels and 
originally ended at 16:8. John may not have written the fourth Gospel. 
Paul is probably not the author of Ephesians in the same sense that he is 
of such epistles as Romans, Galatians, and I and II Corinthians. Second 
Peter is pseudonymous and dates between A.D. 100 and 125. The identity 
of the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews “is a matter of pure speculation. 
Among those considered, Apollos seems more likely than Luke or 
Barnabas." 


Annotations 

It is also to be expected that in keeping with canon law a Catholic 
translation would have annotations. The annotative material, like the in¬ 
troductions, represents the stance of the higher critical approach. Various 
sections of books are assigned to alleged sources. Sections like the genea¬ 
logical lists (Gen. 46:9-27) are attributed to the redactor or to later editors 
(cf. Lev. 6:12-16; Mic. 2:12). The annotations are not such as to inspire 

confidence on the part of the reader in the integrity of the text. 

A surprisingly small amount of the material is distinctively Catholic. In 
the Ten Commandments the traditional Catholic division of the com¬ 
mandments is followed (Exod. 20:1-17). Elsewhere, attention is called to 
passages used in the Catholic liturgy (Isa. 60:1-6; Ps. 95; 116:13, 15; Wisd. 
of Sol. 1:7; Jth. 15:9). The note on Isaiah 7:14 alludes to the doctrine of 
the perpetual virginity of Mary. A note affirms that the doctrine of guardian 
angels is common in the Old Testament (Ps. 91:11). Another note affirms 
that the church has always included the additions to Daniel in the inspired 
writings. Psalm 51:7 is declared to expound the doctrine of original sin. 
On the other hand, a crucial passage for the Catholic teaching of interces- 
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sion of saints such as II Maccabees 15:14 merely carries the notation: 

“Who ... prays for his people: a clear belief in the intercession of the 
saints." That on Judges 17:3 states, “The Mosaic law forbade the making 
of an image even of the true God.” 

The notes contain an abundance of archaeological, geographical, tra¬ 
ditional, and conjectural information relevant to the text. For example, the 
mark on Cain is said to have probably been a tattoo (Gen. 4:15). Camels 

in the patriarchal stories are designated an anachronism (Gen. 12:16). To 
call Laban an Aramean is said to be an anachronism (Gen. 31:20). Whereas 
the text has “Red Sea," the annotation takes notice of the opinion that 
“Reed Sea” is more literal and proposes identification with a shallow body 
of water north of the body presently called "Red Sea." The four empires 
in Daniel are identified as the Babylonian, the Median, the Persian, and 
the Hellenistic (Dan. 2:36), thereby affirming that the vision goes only to 
the Maccabean period. 

The approach to the Old Testament is christological throughout. At¬ 
tention is called to those passages specifically cited in the New Testament 
(e.g., Isa. 53; Jer. 31:31; Dan. 7:13), to those not cited which traditionally 

have been thought to be of messianic import, to those thought to have 
typological significance (e.g., the Paschal lamb is a type of Christ [Exod. 
12:46]; manna is a type of the Eucharist [Exod. 16:4]), as well as to those 
used christologically by the Fathers but not thought to be so by the present 
translators. Attention is also called to passages that parallel Christian 
religious and ethical teaching. 

Each reviewer can compile his own list of commendable and objection¬ 
able notes on the New Testament. Only a selected list is attempted here. 
Anau'im (the poor) used in a note is left unexplained (Matt. 5:3-12) and 
will mean nothing to the uninitiated reader. The annotator plays with the 
solecism "helpmate" (I Tim. 2:9-13) despite the fact that the Old Testament 
translation used “suitable partner" (Gen. 2:18). He expounds the traditional 
position on the Antichrist which amalgamates a series of passages that 
may or may not be related (I John 2:18). On the translation “mad” he 
comments: “literally, ‘You have a demon.' The insane were thought to 
possess or to be possessed by a demoniacal spirit. One has to determine 
from the context whether the charge in our terms is one of insanity or of 
possession" (John 7:20). After noting the weakness of the manuscript evi¬ 
dence for John 7:53ff., it is observed, “The Catholic Church accepts it as 
inspired Scripture.” The languages used on Pentecost are explained as 
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“ecstatic prayer in praise of God” (Acts 2:4). It is asserted that at the time 

‘ of the letters to Timothy, the relation of presbyter to bishop is obscure 
and that these offices reflect a transitional stage that developed into the 
monarchial episcopate of the second century (I Tim. 5:17-25). 

In general, the notes do not carry on the Catholic-Protestant quarrel 

characteristic of the notes of earlier Bibles. Notes of a distinctively confes¬ 
sional nature are limited to a few key passages, and controversial topics 
are definitely toned down from those in either the Rheims-Douay or the 
Confraternity versions. The doctrine of the perpetual virginity of Mary 
evokes the following notes: “Her firstborn son: a reference to the prefer¬ 
ential status of the oldest son rather than an implication of subsequent 
offspring” (Luke 2:7). “He does not concern himself here with the period 
that followed the birth of Jesus, but merely wishes to show that Joseph 
fully respected the legal character of the paternity imposed on him by 
divine will. Moreover the New Testament makes no mention anywhere of 
children of Joseph and Mary" (Matt. 1:25). “The question about the broth¬ 
ers of Jesus and his sisters (v. 3) cannot easily be decided on linguistic 
grounds. Greek-speaking Semites used the terms cidelphos and adelphe, 
not only in the ordinary sense of blood brother and sister, but also for 
nephew, niece, half-brother, half-sister, and cousin. The question of mean¬ 
ing here would not have arisen but for the faith of the church in Mary’s 
perpetual virginity” (Mark 6:1-6). 

The doctrine of the primacy of Peter calls forth these comments: "Mat¬ 
thew adds the doctrine of the divinity of Christ, together with Jesus’ proph¬ 
ecy that he will successfully build a new Israel, i.e., the church upon Peter. 
... For Matthew, Jesus’ building of the new people of God upon Peter is 
a continuing reality for the Christian community of his time” (Matt. 
16:16-20). 

indicate his role as the firm foundation on which Jesus builds his church” 
(Matt. 16:18). “The exact nature of the extraordinary power here conferred 

becomes clear through the historical development of the Christian com¬ 
munity in terms of the primacy of Peter, i.e., his supreme authority in 
teaching, governing and sanctifying the people of God” (Matt. 16:19). The 
note on Acts 12:17 surprisingly says: “He ... left them to go off to another 

place: the conjecture that Peter left for Rome at this time has nothing to 
recommend it." 

Less explicit are the remarks on using titles: “Typical hyperbolic speech 
of the time. It does not reject authority in principle, but authoritarianism; 


Rock is here conferred on Simon as a personal name to 


It I 
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not the use of titles, but the failure to acknowledge that authority exists 
to serve God, his anointed One, and one’s neighbor” (Matt. 23:8ff.). And 
then there is the note on anointing the sick: “The Council of TVent (Sess. 14) 
declared the Anointing of the Sick to be a sacrament ‘instituted by Christ 
our Lord and promulgated by blessed James the apostle’ ” (James 5:15). 

Despite the ecumenical gesture that the NAB represents, the Catholic 
scholars could hardly expect that these notes would be palatable to non- 
Catholics. 


The Translation 


The NAB is more faithful to the original texts than is either the JB or 

the NEB. Furthermore, while it is a modem speech version, it maintains 
the traditional Bible format. It is bound in traditional black and has two 
columns to the page. Paragraphing is used with the verse numbers inserted 
at appropriate places in the text rather than each verse being a separate 
paragraph as it was in the Rheims-Douay Version. Asterisks call attention 

to annotations which are printed in uncomfortably small print as footnotes 

below lists of parallel passages. Supplied subject headings direct the reader 
to thought units. Poetic sections are printed in the form of poetry. 

The translators aim at a translation rather than at a paraphrase. Con¬ 
sequently, sentences and constmctions that would be considered over¬ 
loaded in contemporary Western writing have been retained because they 
are a part of Greek or Hebrew style. However, long sentences (i.e., Eph. 
1:3-15) are broken up into smaller units in an effort to achieve contem¬ 
porary language. The translators are seeking a translation suitable for 
private reading, liturgical use, and scholarly study. One reviewer credits 
the NAB with “striking the finest balance between readability and liter¬ 
alness of any of the modem translations available.’’ 5 In the completed 
edition the proper names of biblical characters follow the KJV and RSV 
forms. This achieving of uniformity of spelling is one of the most important 
contributions of the NAB toward ecumenism. Catholics need no longer 
talk of Abdias, Osee, and Isaias (forms derived from the Latin Vulgate) 
while their Protestant contemporaries use Obadiah, Hosea, and Isaiah (de¬ 
rived from Hebrew). Nevertheless, while striving to be current, the NAB 


5 Roberl L. Alden, review of The Neu> American Bible , in Westminster Theological Journal 
34 (May 19721:217. 
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retains a great deal that is traditional, especially in vocabulary. Lord is 
- used to render the divine name, as was the case with the KJV and the 
RSV. 


The translators used a richer vocabulary than did either Phillips or the 
producer of Today’s English Version; yet the vocabulary is not as rich as 
that of the New English Bible. 6 Clarity is sought over resonance. The old 
English pronouns “thee” and “thou” and the accompanying verb forms 
have been dropped, making no distinction between speech addressed to 
God and to man. “Brothers" is used instead of the traditional “brethren” 
(Gal. 4:1). Modem place names are used to identify locations: Paul’s ship 
is driven in the Ionian Sea (Greek: Adria), and he is shipwrecked at Malta. 
Considerable variety is seen in the effort to be current in describing the 
human reproductive process. A man “is intimate with" (Gen. 19:5), “has 
relations with” (Gen. 4:1,17; Deut. 22:13ff.; II Sam. 11:4; 13:14; Matt. 1:25), 
or “has intercourse with” (Gen. 16:2; Lev. 18:6ff.) a woman—using the 
current idioms —rather than the more literal Hebrew expressions: “He 
knew her” or “he went in unto her.” A woman becomes “pregnant” (Gen. 
16:4, 11; Exod. 21:22), or at times is still said “to be with child" (Gen. 
38:24; II Sam. 11:5; Matt. 1:18, 23; Luke 2:5). 

The NAB has some innovative renderings of interest. The structure 
previously known to English readers as “the tabernacle” is the “dwelling" 
(Exod. 25:8ff.; 38:31; I Chron. 16:39; 23:26); however, “tent” (Pss. 15:1; 
61:5) and “tabernacle" (Ps. 78:60; Heb. 9:2, 11, 21; 13:10) are used else¬ 
where. The offering known as the “burnt offering” is the “holocaust"; “the 
mercy seat” is a "propitiatory” (Exod. 25:17); and the abode of the dead, 
whether translating sheol or hades, is designated as "the nether world” 

(Gen. 37:35; 42:38; Acts 2:31; Rev. 1:18) or “the abode of the dead” (Luke 
16:23). "The fiery serpent” is a “seraph serpent” (Num. 21:6, 8) with the 
adjective only transliterated. The governmental district previously literally 
rendered "Beyond the River” is “West-of-Euphrates" (Ezra 5:6). “Wild 
onion” (II Kings 6:25) sounds more palatable than “dove's dung,” but the 
linguistic evidence for the choice is unclear. “Scribes” are "experts in the 
law” (Mark 7:1). The letters to the churches in the Book of Revelation are 
addressed “To the presiding spirit” (Rev. 2:1; etc.). The innovations in the 
New Testament most likely to raise discussion include the use of “reform” 
(Matt. 3:8, 11; 12:41; Mark 1:15; Luke 11:32; Acts 2:38) where the reader 




New Bible for Catholics: New American Bible” Time 96 (October 12. 19701:58 
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is accustomed to repent. However, “repentance” is sometimes retained 
(Mark 1:4; Acts 11:18), and “penance” also is found (Luke 24:47). “Trust" 

is used where one expects “believe.” People are cured by “trust” (Matt. 

8:13). However, “faith” is not avoided in Hebrews 11 or in James 2. 

Some other distinctive renderings show the flavor of the NAB. “Not the 
smallest letter of the law, not the smallest part of a letter” is used for “jot" 
or “tittle” (Matt. 5:18). “Speck” and “plank” are used where the KJV had 
“mote” and “beam” (Luke 6:42). The Baptizer s food was “grasshoppers" 
(Matt. 3:4). Instead of “saints" there are “holy people” (Acts 9:13; I Cor. 
1:2) or “holy ones” (Phil. 1:1; Col. 1:2); however, the verb “sanctified" is 
not avoided (Heb. 10:29). Instead of “shewbread” there is “holy hread” 
(Matt. 12:4); instead of “raca” there is “holds ... in contempt" (Matt. 5:22). 
The functions which are attributed to the heart in Hebrew psychology are 
here attributed to the mind (Matt. 12:34; 15:18). In certain cases psuche 

(KJV: “soul”) is rendered “self": “What profit does a man show who gains 

the whole world and destroys himself in the process?” (Mark 8:36). 

Specific hours of the day are omitted in the parable in favor of “early 

morning,” “mid-morning," “noon,” “afternoon,” and “late afternoon” (Matt. 
20:5ff.). Instead of “talents” there are “silver pieces” (Matt. 25:15). At 

times, sums of money are designated “coins” (Luke 7:41) without an in¬ 
dication of their value. Measures of length and of content are merely 
transliterated; hence we still read of “omers” (Exod. 16:22), “ephahs" (Exod. 
16:36; I Sam. 1:24), “cubits” (I Kings 7:16), "shekels," and “seahs." While 
the decision is regrettable, most translation groups have finally concluded 
that it is impossible to use current measures in the Bible. 

Many examples of good choices can be cited. Rather than “worship,” 
men pay “homage” (Matt. 2:2, 8) or “reverence" (Matt. 9:18) to human 
superiors. “Decapolis” is rendered “the Ten Cities” (Matt. 4:25; Mark 5:20). 
“The lure of money chokes out the word” (Matt. 13:22). John is designated 
“the Baptizer” (Matt. 14:Iff.). “May you and your money rot" (Acts 8:20) 
is less profane than Phillips' “To hell with you and your money.” 

The NAB occasionally fails to use contemporary idiom. Less sophisti¬ 
cated wording would have been more easily understood. A note was re¬ 
quired for “caper berry” (Eccles. 12:5) to explain that it was considered a 
stimulant of appetite. “Succor" (Deut. 23:5) is not current, nor are “octaves" 
(Isa. 1:13) or "benumbed” (Hab. 1:4). An unfortunate choice is seen in “for 
fear of disedifying them [the kings of the world]” (Matt. 17:27). "We shall 
be quit of the oath” (Josh. 2:20) is awkward. Those crucified with Jesus 
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insurgents” (Matt. 27:38; Mark 15:27)—a perfectly good English word 
' but not the best choice here. The phrase “swaddling clothes” (Luke 2:7) 
retains an archaism. That “a father be split against son” (Luke 12:53) is 

divided" (RSV; NEB). “Leaven" and “leavened" 


are 


no improvement over 
(Gen. 19:3; Exod. 12:34; Lev. 23:6) are retained where “yeast” and “risen" 
would be more current. “Rent" (II Sam. 1:11; 15:32) should be “tore" (as 
II Kings 6:30; Job 1:20; Acts 14:14). “Mourned her lord” (II Sam. 11:26) 
would be better "mourned her husband." “Minions” (Rev. 12:9) would be 

clearer if it were “host,” and “genuflected" (Mark 15:19) if it were “bowed.” 

“Do not... take umbrage” (I Sam. 29:10) could have been “Do not take 

Wadi” (Gen. 15:18; 26:17; Num. 13:23; 21:14, 15; 32:9; Deut. 


offense. 

1:24; 2:13, 24; 9:21; 10:7; 21:4; Judg. 5:21) is familiar to the person who 
has knowledge of Arabic culture, but to translate Hebrew into Arabic 
terms for the English reader is not really a gain. “Valley Gate" is better 
understood and is retained in Nehemiah 2:13. “Byssus” (Esther 1:6) is not 
a currently known cloth, nor is “torque” known as an ornament (Prov. 1:9). 
"After-growth” (Isa. 37:30) is not satisfactory for that which grows without 
cultivation. “Mien" (Joh 22:29) would he clearer if it were “countenance," 
“in a trice” (I Kings 18:45) if it were “in a moment,” and “cursed me 

balefully" (I Kings 2:8), if it were "curse me harshly." 


In certain cases, striving for technical accuracy has given words not 
likely to be known to the American reader: “huckthom" (Judg. 9:14), 
"weaver’s heddle-bar" (I Sam. 17:7; II Sam. 21:19; I Chron. 11:23; 20:5), and 
"greensward" (II Sam. 23:4). “Steppe” (Job 24:5; Isa. 35:1; 42:11; RSV: 

"wilderness”) is heyond question a good technical geographical word but 

one which is not used by less educated Americans. Neither is “must” (Joel 
1:10; RSV: “wine") and “tillage" (Ps. 104:23; RSV: “labor”). “Major-domo” 
(I Kings 4:6) is better known, but is no real improvement over "in charge 
of the palace." “Do not descry for us what is right” (Isa. 30:10) is less 
understandable than "Do not prophesy to us what is right" (RSV). “Cith" 
(Isa. 28:25, 27) is not listed as a plant 
tional Dictionary. 

There are renderings whose accuracy can be questioned. "Ears of grain” 
(Gen. 41:6) is more accurately “heads of grain" when cereal grains are 
meant; Americans use “ears" for com. “Cylinder-seal” (Isa. 8:1) for lauch 
(RSV: "tablet") is unjustified, the inhabitants of waste places may be “wild 
goats” instead of the mythical “satyrs” (Lev. 17:17; Isa. 13:21; 34:11, 14), 


in Webster s Third New Interna- 
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and an allusion to the “sand” (KJV; RSV) is preferable to an allusion to 
the mythical “phoenix” (Job 29:18). 

The translators subscribe to the idea that the groups of prophets 
“guild prophets" (I Kings 20:35; II Kings 2:5; 5:22; 9:1). The problem over 
Jeremiah’s having gone to the Euphrates with his loincloth is solved by 
transliterating the location by “Parath" (Jer. 13:5) with an accompanying 

note which states that the location may be near Anathoth. 

The translation procedures that were followed created difficulties which 
could have been avoided if other choices had been an option. For example, 
Hagar is said to have put Ishmael on her back (Gen. 21:14). Now according 
to the data given in the translation, Abraham was eighty-six when Ishmael 
was bom (Gen. 16:16) and was a hundred when Isaac was bom (Gen. 21:5); 
hence the emendation which is followed has the absurdity of Hagar’s car¬ 
rying a fourteen-year-old boy on her back. The note which claims that the 

text is corrupt cannot alleviate this absurdity. In another instance it is 

quite one thing to call attention in a note to the parallels between the 
proverbs of Amen-em ope and those of Proverbs 22ff., but it is quite an¬ 
other to insert in the text, “I make known to you the words of Amen-em- 
ope” (Prov. 22:19). 

An occasional explanatory gloss has been inserted in the text: “Candace 
(a name meaning queen)” (Acts 8:27) and “At that time the Nephilim 
appeared on earth (as well as later)” (Gen. 6:4). 

The NAB shows the disadvantage of a project stretched over almost 
three decades without a final revision to bring all of its parts into a unified 
plan. This problem surfaces in the treatment of such a common word as 

metanoieo which is 

1:15; Luke 11:32; Acts 2:38; 3:19) —a questionable rendering —but which 
is “repent” in the Epistle to the Hebrews (6:1; 6:6) and in the Book of 
Revelation (2:5; 9:20). Another example is the treatment of the command¬ 
ment “You shall not kill" (Exod. 20:13; Deut. 5:17; Matt. 19:18; Luke 
18:20; James 2:11) which more correctly reads “You shall not murder” 
(Matt. 5:21; Rom. 13:9). In the synoptic Gospels no effort is made to render 
repeated words or phrases identically, but this policy results in an undue 

variety in rendering such a common phrase as tou basilea tou theou as 
“kingdom of God,” “God’s kingdom," “kingdom of heaven," and “reign of 
God." This variety is seen even in adjacent verses (see Luke 18:16, 17, 25, 
29). The phrase he basilea ton our anon (“kingdom of heaven”) may be 

either “reign of God” (Matt. 3:2; 5:3, 10; 10:7; 13:11, 24, 31, 33, 44, 52; 


were 


reform" in the Gospels (Matt. 3:8, 11; 12:41; Mark 
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18:23; 19:12; 20:1; 22:2; 25:1), “kingdom of God (Matt. 5:19, 20; 7:21; 
8:11; 11:11, 12; 18:1, 3; 19:14, 23; 23:13), or “kingdom of heaven" (Matt. 

4:17; 13:45; 16:19) in the same context. Makarios is rendered “blest" in 
the beatitudes of Matthew but is “happy” in the Book of Revelation (Rev. 

14:13). Su legeis is “as you say" (Matt. 27:11), “You are the one who is 
saying it” (Mark 15:2), and “That is your term” (Luke 23:3). The phrase 

in other translations rendered as 
(Matt. 11:21), “What terrible things will come on the world" (Matt. 18:7), 

(Matt. 23:13, 15, 23, 25, 27, 29; 26:24; Luke 6:24, 25, 26; Rev. 8:13; 


Woe” is here “It will go ill with you 


woe 

9:12; 11:14; 12:12), “It is an evil day for you” (Matt. 23:16), “It will be hard 

.(Matt. 24:19), “I am ruined if I do not...” (ICor. 9:16), “So much 
the worse for them” (Jude 11), and “Alas” (Rev. 18:10, 16, 19). 


on . 


The exegesis revealed in rendering certain passages is questionable: 
“And then all Israel will be saved” (Rom. 11:26) here treats houtos as a 
temporal adverb when in reality it is an adverb of manner. “Whatever you 
declare bound” (Matt. 18:18) perhaps reflects a Catholic concept of legis¬ 
lative authority. “I have come to call, not the self-righteous, but sinners" 
(Matt. 9:13) is a paraphrase. “Jesus, the so-called Messiah” (Matt. 27:22) 

is a case of overtranslation. So also is “All Hail” (Matt. 27:29) for chaire. 

“That very moment her daughter got better” (Matt. 15:28) suggests a slow 
convalescence which is alien to the passage. “You are Rock” (Matt. 16:18) 
lays a basis for understanding the church to be built on Peter, but is hardly 
suitahle unless Peter’s name is also translated in its other occurrences. 


They came to life again (Rev. 20:4, for ezesan) weights the scales in 
favor of a particular understanding of this section of Scripture. “Yet time 
will prove where wisdom lies" (Matt. 11:19) is a free paraphrase of a saying 
which more literally is “Wisdom is justified by her deeds.” 

The translators despaired of translating numerous passages of Job and 
in these cases left blanks in the text, sometimes with a note discussing 
the problem (Job 24:19-21; 28:4; 36:16-20). 

The literary merits of the NAB must be left to those who are experts 
in such matters. One reviewer has characterized it as stylistically inferior 
to the NEB. 7 Even to the nonexpert it is obvious that the literary charms 
which endear the KJV to the reading public have not been equalled in the 
NAB. Readers of the KJV will doubtless prefer “He makes me lie down 


L Sabouriri, review of New American Bible, in Biblical Theology Bulletin 2 (July 1972): 


206-8. 
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in green pastures to “In verdant pastures he gives me repose” (Ps. 23:2); 

“I shall dwell in the house of the Lord forever” to "And I shall dwell in 
the house of the Lord for years to come” {Ps. 23:6); “I once was young 

and now I am old, yet I have not seen the righteous forsaken nor his seed 
begging bread” to “Neither in my youth, nor now that I am old, have I 
seen a just man forsaken nor his descendant begging bread” (Ps. 37:25); 

and “The wicked flee when no man pursues but the righteous are as bold 
as a lion” to “The wicked man flees although no one pursues him; but the 
just man, like a lion, feels sure of himself” (Prov. 28: l). Occasional passages 
in the NAB will sound strange when read orally: “If you cannot be trusted 
with elusive wealth, who will trust you with lasting?" (Luke 16:11); “Every 
worthwhile gift, every genuine benefit comes from above, descending from 
the Father of the heavenly luminaries, who cannot change and who is never 
shadowed over" (James 1:17); and “The Lord’s are the earth and its full¬ 
ness" (Ps. 24:1). 




Conclusion 


The NAB is likely the most readable translation into English that 
Catholic scholars have yet produced. Nevertheless, the various strictures 
mentioned above make it obvious that despite its ecumenical gesture, the 
NAB is not likely to become the Bible of English-reading Christendom. 
It does move the English-reading Catholic in one stage from that which 
is archaic and difficult reading into a readable, usable English Bible of 
comparable scholarship and literary merit to those available to the non- 
Catholic public. Its impact upon popular American Catholic thought will 
be immeasurable. With the NAB, Bible reading for Catholics now becomes 
a viable option. Herein lies its significance. 


8 Bmce M. Metzger, review of The New American Bible, 1970, in The Princeton Seminary 

Bulletin 64 (March 1971): 90-99; Frederick W. Danker, review of The New American Bible, in 
Catholic Biblical Quarterly 33 (July 1971): 405-9; anonymous review of The New American 
Bible f in Christianity Today 15 (October 23, 1970); 29; John Reumann, review of The New Amer¬ 
ican Bible, in Journal of Biblical Literature 92 (July 1973): 275-78; Frank Stagg, review of The 
New American Bible , in Review and Expositor 68 (Summer 1971): 400-2. 
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he New World Translation, prepared and circulated by the 
Watchtower Bible and Tract Society, has been prepared by a group of 
scholars who "wish to remain anonymous even after death." These scholars 
worked from the Westcott-Hort text, but many other sources were utilized. 
The translation was designed for the use of Jehovah’s Witnesses, who 
previously had used the King James Version, the American Standard Ver¬ 
sion, and the Emphatic Diaglott. The New Testament section of this work 
was issued in 1950; later the Old Testament came out periodically in five 
sections; a completed Bible was ready in 1961, a second revision in 1970, 
and a third in 1971. The third edition has a complex system of notes and 

references. An extensive appendix attempts to justify the distinctive fea¬ 
tures of this translation in sixteen key verses. 

'H.H. Rowley, How Not to Translate the Bible.” Expository Times 65 (November 1953)- 
41-42 
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The NWT received a review by HJJ. Rowley in the Expository Times 
entitled “How Not to Translate the Bible.” 1 It falls in the category scholars 
designate “tendentious translations” because it fosters the distinctive views 

of a particular sect, as those familiar with Jehovah’s Witnesses’ teachings 
will recognize. The manifestation of this trait begins with the names given 
to the two divisions of the Bible. “The He brew-Aramaic Scriptures” and 

“The Christian Greek Scriptures” are used to avoid the use of the words 
“Old Covenant” and "New Covenant,” for.Jehovah’s Witnesses deny that 
these Bible portions are rightly designated “covenant.” There is a polemic 
in the preface of the work against the commonly used terminology. This 
peculiarity does not preclude the use of “covenant" in other settings: “new 
covenant" (Jer. 31:31), “blood of the covenant" (Matt. 26:28), “reading of 
the old covenant" (II Cor. 3:14), “new covenant,” “former covenant" (Heb. 
9:15), and “mediator of a new covenant” (Heb. 12:24). 

While admitting that “Jehovah” is a mispronunciation of the Tetra- 
grammaton, 2 the New World translators insist that it should be used. After 
all, the sect’s name comes from this mispronunciation! While questionable 

enough in the Old Testament, the use of “Jehovah” is entirely without 
justification in the New Testament. Yet the name “Jehovah” has been 
introduced 237 times in the New Testament despite the fact that the Greek 

had Kurios (Lord) in each instance. The translators attempt to justify their 
choice on the evidence of nineteen Hebrew translations of Scripture from 
the fourteenth century onward and from the practice of thirty-eight differ¬ 
ent modem missionary translations—all of which are irrelevant to the 

question. The notes insist that the Scriptures have been tampered with on 
the matter of the divine name. 3 Evidence is against the Witnesses on this. 
Jesus, when citing “The Lord said unto my Lord" (Ps. 110), used Kurios 
and not “Jehovah.” Paul used Kurios repeatedly (Rom. 9:29; 15:11; II Cor. 
6:17). It is used in Jude 14, and it is used in the Greek text of the Book 
of Enoch, which antedates the Christian period. 

The cross is a “torture stake” (Matt. 10:38; 27:32); and Jesus was “im¬ 
paled" (Luke 23:21), instead of crucified, on his stake. A long note attempts 

to justify these renderings. Jehovah’s Witnesses believe Jesus was nailed 

to the cross, but argue that it was an upright pole and that the position 


Weu.' World Translation of the Christian Greek Scriptures, rev. ed. (Brooklyn, N.Y.: Watch 
tower Bible and Tract Society, Inc., 1951), p. 25. 

3 Ibid., p. 18. 
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of the victim was different from that ordinarily accepted. “Impale is the 
thrusting of the stake through the vitals. The English dictionary does not 
give nailing as a meaning for “impale.” The position Witnesses contend 
for ignores the fact that classical sources speak of the slave about to be 

crucified carrying the crossbar to his own crucifixion, and that the Epistle 

of Barnabas 10:8 compares the cross to the Greek letter tau. See also 
Irenaeus’s Against Heresies 2.24.4. Their position also ignores the evi¬ 
dence from the remains of the crucified man discovered in a tomb near 

Jerusalem in 1968. 


is not capitalized (Matt. 28:19; Acts 1:8; II Cor. 13:14) 
because of opposition to trinitarian ideas. "End of the World" (or “end of 
the age") is “conclusion of the system of things” (Matt. 13:39, 49; 24:3; 

28:20). The wicked go away into “everlasting cutting off," but the righteous 
into "everlasting life" (Matt 25:46). “Gehenna,” “Hades,” and "'Ihrtarus" 
are used instead of the “hell” of the KJV. The practice is not objectionable, 
but “Gehenna” is explained in the notes to mean the incinerator for refuse 
outside of Jerusalem. 

Luke 23:43 is punctuated to read* “TYuly I tell you today. You will be 
with me in Paradise.” Here the Jehovah’s Witnesses’ bias clearly comes 

through. The antithesis between the thief’s indefinite “When you come in 

your kingdom” and Jesus' “Today you shall be ...” is destroyed. Further¬ 
more, the formula “Truly I say unto you” in other New Testament settings 

(Matt. 5:26; John 1:51; 3:3; etc.) is so used that what follows is always a 
part of the statement and not part of the formula. The Witnesses can claim 
the Curetonian Syriac and the church father Theophylact on their side of 
the issue, but the whole affair was perhaps best characterized by Henry 
Alford as “something worse than silly.” 4 

In the effort to manipulate John 1:1 against Greek usage of the article, 
the NWT reads “The word was a god,” and the footnote reads “ ‘A god' 
in contrast with ‘the God.’ ” There is no way to understand this rendering 
except to understand it as teaching polytheism. A lengthy note in the 
appendix (pp. 1362-63) attempts unsuccessfully to justify the rendering, 
explaining that the rendering is a reaction to Goodspeed’s and Moffatt’s 

rendering, “the word was divine.” However, the example the Witnesses cite 


Holy Spirit 


4 Hcnry Alford, The Greek Testament, rev. by E. R Harrison, voL 1 (Chicago: Moody Press, 
1958}, p. 661. 
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from Xenophon, if actually parallel to John 1:1, would justify the rendering 
“A God was a word,” which they admit is possible, rather than their choice. 
They say, “The word or Logos is not God or the God, hut is the Son of 
God, and hence, a god. That is why, at John 1:1, 2 the apostle refers to 
God as the God and to the Word, or Logos, as a god to show the difference 

between the two.” 

Out of the long list of unarthrous predicate nominatives in the Gospel 
of John, which the Witnesses cite in justification of their choice, only one, 
huios tou theou (John 10:36), is a definite predicate nominative which 
precedes the verb, paralleling the grammatical structure of John 1:1. One 
certainly would not translate John 10:36 “A Son of God." Nor do the New 
World people so translate it. They render it, “I am God’s Son." Their claim 

that Acts 28:6 exactly parallels John 1:1 is false, for in Acts 28:6 theos 
follows the verb rather than precedes it. 

E. C. Colwell (“A Definite Rule for the Use of the Article in Greek New 
Testament," Journal of Biblical Literature 52 [1933]: 12-21) demon¬ 
strated that definite predicate nouns which precede verbs are regularly 
unarthrous in Greek. In the case of John 1:1, “and the Word was God” is 
correct. Another reflection of the Witnesses’ views of the Father and Son 
is seen in John 10:30 which states, "I and the Father are one," but the 
footnote explains “are at unity." A lengthy appendix argues the ease for 
these and other tendentious choices. 

While insisting that other modem versions reflect religious and higher 
critical bias, the NWT has not hesitated to reflect its own bias and to 
engage in criticism of its own. Adonai is rendered “Jehovah" in Genesis 
18:3, against the Hebrew text, when the story actually turns on Ahraham’s 
ignorance of the identity of the guests. “Sir” would have been a better 
choice. While claiming that it has not paraphrased, it has in fact done so, 
as one can see by examining Matthew 26:26 (“This means"), 26:64 (“That 
was for you to say”—the translation is changed in the 1961 edition to 
“You yourself said [it]”), 28:19 (“make disciples of people of all the na¬ 
tions”), and others. “Other” has been added four times with no support in 
Greek in Colossians 1:15-16 to make Paul say that Jesus Christ is one 

among “other” created things. Thus Paul’s statement is falsified to make 
it state exactly what Paul is refuting. The Greek New Testament does not 
use “created” to describe the relation of the Son to the Father. The denial 
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of the divinity of Jesus Christ by the Jehovah s Witnesses comes out in 

the rendering of Titus 2:13 and II Peter 1:1 as “Our God and [the] Saviour 
Jesus Christ,” which properly should be, “Our God and Saviour Jesus 

Christ.” 

The NWT is described by its promoters as designed “not merely for 
good enjoyable reading, but more particularly for use of searching students 
of God’s Word who do not have ready access to Greek dictionaries and 
exhaustive Bible Concordances.” 5 Thus an effort is made to justify fine 
distinctions in verb forms and the distinction made in the singular and 
plural of the second person pronoun. The plural pronoun is printed in all 
capitals (“YOU”). While fine distinctions are admirable, the method used 
in this case is disastrous, for the ordinary reader will need to realize that 
"YOU” is not capitalized for emphasis. 

By the use of certain auxiliary words, the translators have attempted to 

strengthen the expression shown by the verb. However, when the same 

verbal construction is “began” in Exodus 14:10 but “continue” in Numbers 
14:1, we have arbitrariness that is misleading. The translators in such cases 
are rewriting the Bible. 

An effort is made to render each major biblical word by the same 
English word without regard to the requirements of context. The outcome 

is a specious show of faithfulness resulting in a woodenly awkward English 
style. For example, psuche is rendered “soul” in each of its 102 occur¬ 
rences; but when it designates animal life and bodily appetites (Matt. 2:20; 
6:25; 10:39; 20:28; Luke 12:19; 14:26; John 10:11; I Cor. 15:45), perhaps 
“self" would be a better rendering. Long ago, Jerome said that he had 
resolved not to translate words but the sense. The New World’s uniformity 
of rendering does not extend to pneuma (“spirit”). “Her breath" returns 
to Jairus’ daughter (Luke 8:55), and “the body without breath is dead" 
(James 2:26); but Daniel says, “my spirit was distressed within” (Dan. 7:15) 
and Jesus and Stephen yield “up their spirit” (Matt. 27:50—the earlier 
edition had “ceased to breathe" with a footnote “yielded up his breath"— 
Acts 7:59; cf. I Thess. 5:23; 1 Peter 3:18,19). 

The NWT is printed in paragraphs rather than in individual verses. It 

abandons archaic language, even in the prayers. “You” is used even when 
addressing God. The expression previously rendered “behold” is “look" 


How Bible Translators Work," Christian Century 68 (May 9. 1951): 587. 
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(Matt. 1:23; 7:4; 21:5; etc.) in this version, not always with fortunate results. 

While claiming to use modem idiom, it is not a modem speech version. 
The English style is very faulty. Each reader can come up with his own 

examples (e.g., Gen. 4:7; 6:3; 15:5-6; 18:20; 19:22; 24:66). We read, “How 

long will you behave drunk?” (I Sam. 1:14) and “the matter devolves upon 

you” (Ezra 10:4). 

Other translation traits are seen in that le‘olam (traditionally “forever”) 

is uniformly “to time indefinite,” even when Jehovah is being described 
(Ps. 102:12; 146:10; etc.). Le'olam wa‘ed (traditionally “forever and ever”) 

is “to time indefinite, even forever” (Exod. 15:18; Ps. 45:6). However, in 

the New Testament, the translators do not seem to avoid “forever" (Luke 

1:33) or “forever and ever” (Rev. 11:15). This creates the anomaly that 

God’s Word is for “indefinite time" in the Old Testament (Isa. 40:8), but 

is “forever" in the New Testament (I Peter 1:25). The land of Palestine is 

“from long ago and to a long time to come” (Jer. 25:5). It is promised to 
Abraham until “time indefinite" (Gen. 13:15; 17:8; 48:4; Isa. 60:21; Jer. 
7:7), but the promise to Abraham is “forever” in the New Testament (Luke 
1:55). David’s throne is “to time indefinite” (Ps. 89:4), but is “forever" in 

the New Testament application to the reign of the Christ (Luke 1:33). 

In the New Testament we have “They came to life” and “the rest of the 

dead did not come to life" (for ezesan ; Rev. 20:4, 5) which supports the 
contrast the premillennialists like to make on these verses. “They lived" 
would be a better choice. A main fault of the NWT is overtranslation. 
Occasionally “means” is supplied for “is" (Matt. 26:28; Luke 22:19, 20) 

which is commentary, not translation. 

This review has concentrated on the faults of the NWT, and in this 
respect the reviewer may be accused of being unfair. In commendation it 
may be said that the NWT follows the practice now fairly standard both 
in Greek texts and in English translations of indicating passages in which 
there are textual problems. Some of these are printed in smaller type (e.g., 
Mark 16:9-20; John 7:53—8:11), others have a space in the text after the 
verse number (e.g., Acts 8:37) with an explanatory footnote, still others 
have only an explanatory footnote (e.g., I John 5:7, 8). The NWT is one 
of the rare translations into any language which has rendered ‘almah 
consistently in all of its seven occurrences (Gen. 24:43; Exod. 2:8; Prov. 
30:19; Isa. 7:14; Ps. 68:25; Song of Sol. 1:3; 6:8). It has used “maiden," 

which is a good opposite of “lad" used for its masculine form ‘elem (I Sam. 
17:56; 20:22). Isaiah 9:6 is rendered to have four titles, which is correct. 
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This study is by no means a comprehensive review of all the merits or 

faults of the NWT. These examples are adequate, however, to show that 
it is unsuited for the use of people who want to know what the Bible really 

teaches. 6 


“Other available sources are: Steven Byington, "A Review of the New World Translation, 
Christian Century 57 (November 1, 1950): 1295; "Jehovah’s Witnesses' Wrsion of O.T.," Christian 
Century 70 (October?, 1953): 1134; S. S. Haas, "New World Translation of the Hebrew Set iptures " 
Journal of Biblical Literature 74 (March 1955): 282-83; J. F. Mattingly, "New World Translation 
of the Hebrew Scriptures," Catholic Biblical Quarterly 13 (October 1951): 439-43; B. M. Metzger, 
"Jehovah's Witnesses and Jesus Christ," Theology Tbday 10 (April 1953-54): 76ff.; "New World 
Translation of the Christian Greek Scriptures," Bible TYanslator 15 (July 1964): 150-52; H. H. 
Rowley, "Jehovah's Witness’ Translation of the Bible," Expository Times 67 (January 1956): 107-8; 
R. li Countess, “The New World Translation : A Critical Analysis" (PhD, Thesis, Bob Jones 
University, 1966). 
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he Living Bible Paraphrased by Kenneth N. Taylor is the 
outcome of sixteen years of work which began in 1954 when Thy lor started 
paraphrasing Scripture for use with his children in family devotions. Much 
of the work was done at night, on weekends, during vacations, and as 
Thy lor commuted to and from his job at Moody Press. Thylor’s work was 
first shared with the public in 1962 when two thousand copies of the 
segment The Living Letters were printed at Thylor’s own expense. Then 
installments appeared — Living Prophecies (1964), The Living Gospels 
(1966), The Living New Testament (1967), Living Psalms and Proverbs 
(1967), Living Lessons of Life and Love (1968), Living Books of Moses 
(1969), and Living History of Israel (1970). The completed work was issued 
in July 1971 by the Tyndale House in Wheaton, Illinois, and by the Cov- 
erdale House in London. 1 The edition was designated a tentative edition 
which would likely be changed in future printings in response to criticisms 


‘“A Plowmans Bible?” Time 100 (July 24, 1972): 73; D. Michel. “Miracle of the Living Bible, 
Saturday Evening Post 247 (April 1975): 58-59. 
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that were received. Taylor announced some time ago that he was spending 
the next three years in revision work which all agree is needed, but, though 
each printing differs in some respects from the preceding one, the revised 
edition has not yet been offered to the public. 2 

Thylor’s work has appeared in a number of different forms. A printing 
of the New Testament is called the Reach Out Version (1969); a printing 
of the whole Bible is called The Way (1972); a printing for Catholics, The 
Way: Catholic Edition (1973); and a printing for blacks is called Soul 
Food. There are also other forms. 3 Though moving slowly at first, once 
Thylor’s material had received the endorsement of Billy Graham in 1963 
and was offered on Graham’s television program, its sales became fantastic. 
Over nine million copies of Living Letters were sold. 4 The LB was the 
best-selling book in the United States in 1972, and the royalties for the 
year amounted to four million dollars. Royalties for 1973 were eight million 
dollars. By 1974 it accounted for 46 percent of the sales of Bibles in the 
United States, and the paraphrase had produced royalties in excess of 
twenty million dollars. 5 For the month of September 1977 the Christian 
Bookseller's Magazine 13 (September 1977):10 listed it as leading all 

other Bibles in sales. The profits support the Tyndale House Foundation, 
which sponsors translators working in forty-two countries. 6 Through Living 
Bibles, International, paraphrases of this kind are being prepared in 110 

languages. Some time ago the Gideon Society announced that it was plac¬ 
ing copies of The Reach Out New Testament in motel rooms. A contri¬ 
bution of one dollar is requested, but not demanded, of the guest who 
takes one. More than twenty-three million copies of Thylor’s paraphrase 
have been circulated. 

The Aims of Paraphrase 

Though often erroneously called a translation, the LB must first be 
evaluated in the light of what a paraphrase aims at doing. A translation 

2 Kenneth N. Taylor, “A Response: Dear Brother Editor," Brethren l-ife and Thought 18 (Sum¬ 
mer 1973): 143. 

3 A schedule of publication is carried in “The Story of the Living Bible,” Eternity 23 (April 

1973): 65. 

“'Russell T. Hitt, review of The Living Bible Paraphrased, in Eternity 22 (December 1971): 

William F. Ken, " The Living Bible — Not Just Another Version," Christianity Tbday 19 
(May 23, 1975): 29; Jonathan R. Laing, “The Living Bible Lives and Sells and Makes Kenneth 

Thy lor Happy,” Wall Street Journal. 1 March 1974. pp. 1, 21. 

B E. E. Plowman, “The Living Bible: A Record,” Christianity Tbday 15 (September 10. 1971): 42. 
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aims at making the same impression upon the reader of the new language 
that the original made upon the readers in the original language by repro¬ 
ducing in the second language the nearest equivalent of the author’s words. 

■ 

Since no two languages have the same idioms and grammar, some para¬ 
phrase is inevitable in all translation work, and the degree allowable is a 
debatable point among translators; but a good translation seeks to hold 
paraphrasing to a minimum. A paraphrase, on the other hand, aims at 
restating in simplified but related ways the ideas conveyed in the original 
language. The paraphraser states in different language what he understands 
to be the author’s meaning. The paraphrase expands or abbreviates where 
it seems advantageous in order to make the meaning clear to the modem 
reader. In this way it has the nature of a brief commentary on Scripture. 
If one wants to study the specific words given by the original writers or 
their nearest equivalents in the new language, then one should not go to 
a paraphrase. The producer of the LB acknowledges these features of his 
work in his preface: 

To paraphrase is to say something in different words than the author used. 

It is a restatement of the author’s thoughts, using different words than he 

did. Its purpose is to say exactly as possible what the writers of the 

Scriptures meant, and to say it simply, expanding where necessary for a 

clear understanding for the modem reader. 7 

The idea of paraphrase is not new in the history of the English Bible. 
The earliest extant Scripture rendered into the English tongue 
phrases of Genesis, Exodus, and Daniel by Caedman (a.d. 690) and those 
of the Pentateuch, Joshua, and Judges by Aelfric (c. 1000) 
phrases rather than translations. The Ormulum by Orm (twelfth century) 
was a metrical paraphrase of the Gospels. Paraphrases from the Gospels 
by Nicholas Love were approved for reading in 1410 by Archbishop Arun¬ 
del, who had called Wyclif’s work that of the Antichrist and had in 1408 
prohibited translation and reading without approval of the bishop. 8 The 
sixteenth century saw the issuing of numerous books which contained 
some Scripture in paraphrase. 9 J. Campensis did a Latin paraphrase of 

7 Preface, The Living Bible Paraphrased (Wheaton, III.: Tyndale House, 1971). 

"Margaret Deanes ly, The Lollard Bible (Cambridge: University Press, 1920; reprinted 1966), 
pp. 321 26. 

*A. W. Pollard and G. R. Redgrave, A Short Title Catalogue of Books Printed in England, 
Scotland , & Ireland and of English Books Printed Abroad, 14751640 (London: The Biblio¬ 
graphical Society, 1926), nos. 1978. 10902, 23876. 
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Psalms which was translated into English in 1535. 10 Edward VI ordered 
in 1547 that a copy of Erasmus’ Paraphrase on the New Testament 
should be in every church within a year, and in 1549 Erasmus' book was 

issued in English. 11 In 1653 Henry Hammond published A Paraphrase 
and Annotations upon All the Books of the New Testament 12 con¬ 
taining the KJV text and the paraphrase side by side. It went through 
eight editions, the last printed in 1845. There was a paraphrase by three 
Oxford scholars in 1675, and Richard Baxter published one of the New 
Testament in 1685. Others appeared in the eighteenth, nineteenth, and 
twentieth centuries. 

One of the major problems in widespread use of a paraphrase lies not 
in the idea of paraphrase itself but in men’s failure to realize its purpose. 

They then mistakenly treat it as if it were a translation, which it is not 
intended to be. The glamorous advertising campaign that has accompanied 
the LB in which it is hailed as one of the most significant translations of 
our age has not decreased this problem. It has been promoted on television, 
displayed in supermarkets, and offered free in subscription campaigns. 

Another danger—that of theological distortion—is well-stated in the 
preface to the LB: 


For whenever the author’s exact words are not translated from the original 
languages, there is a possibility that the translator, however honest, may 
be giving the English reader something that the original writer did not 
mean to say. This is because a paraphrase is guided not only by the 
translator’s skill in simplifying but also by the clarity of his understanding 
of what the author meant and hy his theology. For when the Greek or 
Hebrew is not clear, then the theology of the translator is his guide, along 
with his sense of logic, unless perchance the translation is allowed to stand 
without any clear meaning at all. The theological lodestar in this book 

has been the rigid evangelical position. 


13 


Is there a place for a paraphrase of the Bible among people who believe 
in the inspiration of the Bible? Some doubtless will answer this question 


,a T. H. Darlow and H. F. Moule, Historical Catalogue of Printed Editions of the English 
Bible, 1525-1961, revised and expanded by A. S. Herbert (London: The British and Foreign Bible 

Society. 1969), no. 14. 

“Ibid., nos. 72, 73. 

IS Ibid.. no. 640. 

13 Preface, The Living Bible Paraphrased, 
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with an emphatic No. It seems, however, that it is the same kind of 
question as, “Do we need commentaries on Scripture?” Commentaries are 
to be used to simplify and clarify Scripture but are not to be confused with 
it. A speaker may elaborate upon a verse in the light of what he has read 
in a commentary. Very likely most of the ideas he has on tbe verse came 
from commentaries he has read or from comments he has heard, but the 
impression should not be given that the elaboration is what Scripture 
actually says. In the same way a paraphrase may suggest clearly the sub¬ 
stance of a passage, but it should never be confused with the wording of 
the passage. A skillfully done paraphrase may be helpful in communicating, 
but it would be regrettable if a paraphrase were adopted without expla¬ 
nation for the public reading of Scripture. 


The Qualities of the Living Bible Paraphrased 

The Textual Basis 

In evaluating the reliability of a paraphrase, one must know which text 
is the source of the paraphrase. Thy 1 or, acknowledging that his training in 

Hebrew and Greek is inadequate for him to work reliably from these lan- 

• • 

guages, has usually chosen to paraphrase the English text of the 1901 
(ASV) revision. 14 He states that his work was reviewed by Hebrew and 

Greek scholars and that the suggestions of his consultants were usually 

followed. 15 He does not name these scholars. 

Had Thy lor been content to paraphrase the text of the ASV, he might 
have blamed any textual shortcomings on those scholars and on what has 
happened since their day; but he has not consistently followed the ASV 
in textual questions. Having launched into tbe sea of textual criticism, he 
must account to the experts for the choices be has made. His paraphrase 
has omissions where there is no textual problem involved. For example, 
names in Numbers 27:1 are omitted. The list of musical instruments (Dan. 
3:5, 10) is dropped in favor of “when the band strikes up." The cry "A 
sword for the Lord" becomes “For the Lord" (Judg. 7:20). There are ad¬ 
ditions to the text with no manuscript or versional support. For example, 
“Arabs" is added to a list (Jer. 9:25). Thy lor's footnotes to the Old Testa¬ 
ment seldom suggest that versions are being followed instead of the Maso- 


M T^ylor 5 interview in "The Story of ‘The Living Bible, 
15 Preface P The Living Bible Paraphrased. 
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Eternity 23 (April 1973): 74. 
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retie text; nevertheless, readings from the versions which were not 

accepted in the ASV but which now are in vogue among scholars have 
been introduced into the text. For example, we read “Let’s go out into the 
fields” (Gen. 4:8), “Thus all the people of Egypt became Pharaoh’s serfs" 
(Gen. 47:21); and “Where did you make your raid today?" (I Sam. 27:10). 

At I Samuel 13:1, a problem text, the LB abandons the conjectural “thirty” 
of the ASV and reverts to the incorrect suggestion of the KJV — “reigned 
for one year." A conjectural reading (not in the ASV), “blessings of the 
grain and flowers" (Gen. 49:26), is accepted without a marginal note. In 
another case—“sticks his finger in Jehovah’s eye” (Zech. 2:8)—the text 

is corrected, without a note; Jewish tradition held that ancient scribes had 

modified the text to safeguard God’s majesty. 

It is not to be concluded that Taylor has consistently upgraded the text 
of the ASV in keeping with current textual views. He has not followed all 
the versional variants ordinarily accepted in modem translations. For ex¬ 
ample, the marginal alternate “pomegranates” (I Kings 7:18), accepted by 
the RSV over “pillars” of the ASV text, is rejected by the LB. The reading 
“Zedekiah” (Jer. 27:1; RSV; NEB) is rejected for “Jehoiakim” despite the 

fact that the context favors “Zedekiah." An occasional reading from the 
versions not in vogue with scholars is accepted; for example, “Isaac says 

nothing" (Gen. 27:38). The reading “the eleventh year” is chosen where 
most other English versions choose “twelfth year” (Ezek. 33:21). Thy lor 
accepts "captains,” a marginal reading from the ASV, at I Chronicles 12:18, 
but rejects the same alternate at I Chronicles 11:11. 

In the New Testament Thylor has called attention in the footnotes to 
many textual variants, but has neither consistently followed the ASV in 
textual questions nor consistently reverted to the Text us Receptus. Tay¬ 
lor's views do not represent the consensus of opinion of modem textual 

students of either the conservative or the liberal persuasion. There are 
omissions with no textual support for the omission, such as “first” (Luke 
12:1) and “that all might believe through him" (John 1:7). “Churches of 
Christ" (Rom. 16:16) becomes “all the churches here.” Like the ASV, Thy lor 
relegates many verses and phrases found in the Textus Receptus to the 
margin. Agreeing with the ASV and with current textual opinion, he rel¬ 
egates to the notes the close of the Model Prayer (Matt. 6:13), the phrase 
“and the man who marries a divorced woman commits adultery" (Matt. 
19:9), the verse “If any man has ears to hear, let him hear" (Mark 7:16), 
phrases of Luke 9:55, 56; 23:17; and phrases of Acts 9:5, 6. The LB joins 
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the ASV and other modem texts in omitting, without notation, some 
material found in the Text us Receptus. Examples include the allusion to 
a prophet (Matt. 27:35), allusion to Sodom and Gomorrah (Mark 6:11), 

reference to Daniel (Mark 13:14), the phrase “because I go to the Father" 
(John 16:16), the phrase “of our Lord Jesus Christ” (Eph. 3:14), “and the 
Lord Jesus Christ” (Col. 1:2), and the heavenly witness passage (I John 
5:7-8). In other cases, such as “without cause” (Matt. 5:22) and Acts 15:34, 

the ASV noted the omission but Thy]or did not. 

At times, unlike the ASV, Thylor follows a current textual opinion in 
choosing between variants. His paraphrase “You go on, and I’ll come later" 
(John 7:8) is based on the inclusion from some manuscripts of the word 
oupo (“yet”). He notes that some manuscripts add the reading “many of 
the wives of the leading men" (Acts 17:4). The reading “God’s Son, holds 

him securely” chooses auton as opposed to heauton (I John 5:18) and 
takes “the one begotten" to be Jesus. Following current opinion, Thylor 
changes “his wrath" to “their anger" (Rev. 6:17). 

But then, against the consensus of current textual opinion, Thy lor re¬ 
stores to the text verses and phrases that were relegated to the notes hy 
the ASV and the translations made since 1901. He restores Matthew 17:21; 
18:11; 23:14; Mark 15:28; John 5:3b-5; and Acts 8:37 to the text with 
footnotes calling attention to the contrary opinion. Luke 17:36; Acts 
24:6b-8a; and Romans 16:24 are restored to the text without a notation of 
the problem. Contrary to the ASV and current textual opinion, Thylor 
includes “wife" (Matt. 19:29), “new” (Matt. 26:28; Mark 14:24), “for those 
who trust in riches" (Mark 10:24), “a rooster crowed" (Mark 14:68), “Jo¬ 
seph" (Luke 2:33), “I must ... be at Jerusalem for the holiday" (Acts 
18:21), and “with his blood” (Col. 1:14). 

Some words which were included in the ASV have been dropped by 
Thylor; for example, “oft” (Matt. 9:14), “disciples" (Matt. 26:20), “and drink- 
eth” (Mark 2:16), and “and pray” (Mark 13:33). There are cases where 
readings cited in the margin of the ASV have been moved into the text: 
"children" (Matt. 11:19; in the note as the literal rendering), “good" (Matt. 
19:16), “Why callest thou me good? None is good ...” (Matt. 19:17), 
“sprinkle themselves" (Mark 7:4), “they” (Mark 11:19), “don’t believe and 
obey” (John 3:36). In John 3:15 the form of the critical text (ASV margin; 
RSV text) has been followed, but the change from “in him” to “in me” is 

without manuscript support. 
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In textual questions where the evidence between variants is balanced, 
the LB chooses one alternative without always noting the other. For ex¬ 
ample, in II Corinthians 8:7, “your ... love for us” is chosen over “our love 

for you." There are also cases where the paraphrase has no resemblance 
to the underlying text. Such a case is I Corinthians 1:15 where the text 
reads “so no one can say that you were baptized into my name,” but the 

paraphrase is “For now no one can think that I have been trying to start 
something new, beginning a ‘Church of Paul. 

These samplings, by no means exhaustive, justify the opinion that the 

LB has not applied sound principles of textual criticism consistently. 


1 ii 


Comma nica tion 


The LB is an imaginative effort to communicate the message of the 
Bible in the language of today. Its sales success shows that people think 
they understand what it is saying. The Bible is recast into colloquial 
speech. Current United States money values are generally used with their 
British equivalents given in the footnotes (e.g., Acts 19:19). A “denarius” 
becomes $20.00 (Matt. 20:9). Measures are sometimes made current, but 
in Ezekiel 45:1 Off. we still encounter homer, shekel, bath, ephah, and 
maneh. Modem time designations are used, such as “nine A.M.” where the 
original text has “third hour” (Acts 2:15) and “December” where the text 
has “the ninth month” (Jer. 36:9). Place names have usually been modern¬ 
ized, despite the anachronism involved. Thus one reads of “TYoas, Tlirkey” 
(Acts 20:6) and of “the Turkish province of Ausia” [s/c ] (Acts 19:10); 
however, places like Galatia and Phrygia are not so identified. 

In Thy lor’s work the language has been keyed up for impact. Abraham 
promises the servants that he would “come right back" (Gen. 22:5), and 
“fire" becomes “the flint for striking a fire” (Gen. 22:6, 7). Job is said to 
be the “richest cattleman in that entire area” (Job 1:3). “Holy One of 
God” becomes “holy Son of God” (John 6:69). Exclamation points are 
abundant. Though graphic, Thylor’s work can claim no real literary merit. 
Quotation of Scripture is sometimes given indirectly (e.g., Matt. 4:4) with 
no gain in clarity. Rather than reflecting the variety of style of the biblical 
writers, all Scripture is reduced to Thylor’s style of writing. There is an 
abundant use of “O” in direct address (Mic. 6:3, 5; Ezek. 37:4), which is 
now used only in religious settings or in conscious archaism. Also, "lest” 
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has passed out of current use. 16 Unlike the translations (KJV; ASV; NASB) 
where italics are used for items supplied by the translator to complete the 
sense. Thy lor uses italics for emphasis: “living water” (John 4:10), “ eternal 
life ” (IJohn 2:25), “and we really are ” (IJohn 3:1), and “ bom again" 
(I John 3:9). However, in certain instances italics are also used to indicate 
phrases that Thylor has supplied, as “to love one another" (I John 2:8) 
and “for he says we have sinned" (I John 1:10). No notes are given to 
guide the reader in interpreting the italics. 

Thylor has made no effort to render the Psalms as poetry though else¬ 
where in his paraphrase some passages, such as the oracles of Balaam 
(Num. 23- 24), are made poetry. This failure is a reversion from current 
practice and is a definite loss. Psalm 19:7-9 is quite prosaic in the para¬ 
phrase when compared with its usual translation. The Song of Solomon 
is divided up among speakers as though it were drama, a questionable 
interpretation. 

Thy lor has at times used the language of the street. One case which has 
drawn much fire from critics is Saul’s epithet for Jonathan, “You son of 
a bitch!” (I Sam. 20:30). Other examples are, “You illegitimate bastard” 

(John 9:34) and the statement, “Come to bed with me, my darling” (II Sam. 
13:11), which has been labeled “crude." 

Other renderings are chatty and unsuited to the material: “kicked me 
out" (Gen. 26:27), “Hey, who’s that girl over there?" (Ruth 2:5) 

drunken bum" (I Sam. 1:16), “The Reluctant Dragon” (Isa. 30:7), “talk is 
cheap” (Luke 5:23), “Martha was the jittery type" (Luke 10:40), "all man¬ 
kind scratches for its daily bread” (Luke 12:30), “why pick on me?" (John 
7:19), “Bamy the Preacher” (Acts 4:36), “Having started the ball rolling" 
(II Cor. 8:11), “how harsh and rough I can be" (II Cor. 10:2), “phonies" 
(II Cor. 11:13), “a sneaky fellow" (II Cor. 12:16), and “sweet talk" (Gal. 
1:10). To say the least, the page title, “Additives to faith” (II Peter 1), lacks 

the dignity demanded by the Christian graces. 

Thy lor has only partly achieved his goal of communication as far as the 
American reader is concerned. “Com" is used in its British sense for cereal 
grains (as KJV; Hos. 2:9), whereas Americans limit the term to Indian 
maize. One must wonder why Thy lor uses “You whitewashed pigpen” (Acts 


some 


lfi Keith Crim, review of The Living Bible Paraphrased t in The Bible Translator 23 (July 
1972): 343. 
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23:3). Whitewashed wall evokes a mental image, but most people are 
not familiar with a “whitewashed pigpen.” 


Accuracy of the Paraphrase 

While Thy lor has affirmed that his intention is to be accurate in para¬ 
phrasing, 17 and while his work has drawn endorsements of religious leaders 
like Billy Graham and W. A. Criswell, scholarly notices of his paraphrase 
have almost without exception been unfavorable. 18 Despite the favorahle 

things that might be said about the LB, reviewers have amply demon¬ 
strated that Thy lor has not given us “as exactly as possible" what the 

writers meant; in some details he has not come close to it. Each reviewer 
has his own list of examples. The task of compiling them suggests the 

comment made by Thomas More about finding errors in Tyndale’s work: 

“He that should study for that, should study where to find water in the 


19 


sea. 


One may begin with anachronisms. Og’s bedstead is kept in a "museum” 
at Rabbah (Deut. 3:11). To call the Old Testament people "Israelis” (Exod. 
9:4; 12:34; 14:20; 19:1; Judg, 7:14; I Sam. 14:21) and their army “the Israeli 

army” (I Sam. 4:1) is to suppose that there is a connection with the people 
of the modem state of Israel, a connection which does not exist. The 
problem becomes more acute in prophecy that could have implications 
about territorial rights: “But the Lord will have mercy on the Israelis; they 
are still his special ones. He will bring them back to settle once again in 
the land of Israel” (Isa. 14:1). Such a paraphrase locks and bars the book 
from the Arab world. The paraphrase speaks of “young prophets of Bethel 
seminary” (II Kings 2:3) and of a “summit conference" (Ps. 2:2). For Jonah 
to call himself “a Jew” (Jonah 1:9; cf. Jer. 33:26; 34:9) anticipates by 

centuries the use of that term. Another anachronism is “Your words are 

a flashlight to light the path” (Ps. 119:105). In some settings, instead of 
"Assyria" and “Assyrian" Thy lor speaks of “Iraq” (Isa. 19:23, 25) and “Iraqi" 
(Isa. 19:23). He also uses "make horoscopes” (Jer. 10:2). Thy lor admits in 


l7 T^ylor, "A Response: Dear Brother Editor/' pp, 143-44. 

LS An exception Is: William R Ken, "The Living Bible— Not Just Another Version/* Chris¬ 
tianity Today 19 (May23 r 1975): 29-40; the article has been reprinted and circulated as advertising 
by the TVndale House, 

1 Thomas More, Dialogue 3*8, reprinted in A* W Pollard, Records of the English Bible (Lon¬ 
don: Oxford University Press, 1911), p, 127, 
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a note that his rendering of Matthew 13:52— double treasures—from the 
Old Testament as well as from the New"—is “highly anachronistic.” Other 
examples include “July” for the “fifth month” (Jer. 1:3), “give their support 
money to the church instead” (Matt. 15:6) for “given to God," “Lord’s Day” 
(I Cor. 16:2) and “Sunday” (Acts 20:7) for the “first day of the week," “the 

whole Bible” (II Tim. 3:16) for “all scripture" or “every scripture," and “the 
rahbi of the local synagogue” for “the ruler of the synagogue” (Matt. 9:18; 
cf. 9:23). Thy lor also uses the phrase “eating non-kosher food” (Matt. 15:11, 

15) for foods that defile. 

Next, one may turn to lapses in historical information. Grain was not 
threshed with “iron rods” (Amos 1:3). A “tetrarch” was a person of different 
rank from “a king” (Matt. 14:1). Modem students are in agreement that 
the Gospels are not “biographies"; yet Luke 1:1 is paraphrased, “Several 
biographies of Christ have already been written.” A person in Palestine 
would more likely be on a “roof" than on a “porch” (Matt. 24:17). Taylor 
identifies a quotation which is possibly from a noncanonical source as 
"God says in the Scriptures” (Eph. 5:14). The addition “with my own eyes 
1 saw Christ dying on the cross” (I Peter 5:1) is in conflict with the Gospels 
where all the disciples flee (Mark 14:50) and only the beloved disciple was 
present (John 19:26). “Draw straws” (Jonah 1:7; Acts 1:26), “throwing dice” 
(Esther 3:7; Matt. 27:35; Mark 15:24), or “tossing the coin" (Prov. 16:33; 

18:18) are not particularly good choices when “cast lots” (Lev. 16:8) is 

elsewhere retained. 


Lack of geographical information is evident in the paraphrase “Rabbah 
and its beautiful harbor are ours” (II Sam. 12:27). Rabbath Ammon is the 
location of modem Amman, capital of Jordan, and is miles inland from 
any sea or lake. Nahor’s village is placed in Iraq (Gen. 24:10) when actually 
Haran is in southern Tlirkey. 

Lack of Hebrew knowledge is reflected when the paraphrase informs us 

means 


that Samuel means “asked of God” (I Sam. 1:20)—the name really 

“God heard”; that Seth means “granted 

Noah means “relief” — it means “rest"; that Edom means “red stuff" — it 
merely means “red”; and that Reuben means “God noticed my trouble" — 
it means “Look, a son!” Thy lor does not hesitate to have Isaac be “half¬ 
blind” (Gen. 27:1). He changes “These are your gods who brought you out 

of the land of Egypt” to “This is the god” (Exod. 32:4, 8), and then reverts 
in verse 31 of the chapter to “gods.” “Six things 

device in Hebrew (Prov. 6:18; cf. 30:15ff.) is missed by Thylor and turned 


it means put or placed ; that 


yea, seven, a literary 
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into a statement of absent-mindedness: “There are six things the Lord 

hates—no, seven!" 20 

A linguistic lapse, perpetuating an error of the KJV and ASV, is en¬ 
countered in the paraphrase “teacher and guide" for paedagogus (Gal. 
3:24; cf. I Cor. 4:15). A papyrus letter demonstrates that the paedagogus 
and the didaskalos (teacher) are two different individuals. “Custodian" 
would have been a better choice. It is not accurate to make “the Law” to 
be “the Ten Commandments" (Gal. 3:17); that the term elsewhere becomes 

“the laws” (Gal. 3:19, 21, 25) is no less misleading. Elizabeth is called 
Mary's “aunt,” but the Greek word merely means “relative" (Luke 1:36), 

as Thy lor's note admits. The margin to “shameful idols” (Exod. 34:13) 
gives as literal, “ ‘Asherim.’ These were carved statues of male and female 
genital organs." The explanation is of questionable validity. “Leviathan” 
becomes “the sea-god” (Ps. 74:14), “a fast” is “to attend the services at 

the Temple” (Jer. 36:9), and either “illustration" or “hard-to-understand 
illustration" (Matt. 13:10) is ordinarily used for “parable" (but cf. Matt. 
13:35) with resulting impoverishment of the idea. 

A great deal of what Thy lor has supplied is commentary pure and simple, 
with no original text to back it. In the effort to attain a contemporary 

atmosphere, some of Paul's letters are paraphrased to open with “Dear 
friends" and to close with “Sincerely, Paul." The letters of James and John 
end similarly. Exceptions to this manner of closing are seen in Philemon 
which ends with just “Paul” and in Peter’s letters which end abruptly with 

“Peter.” The Philippian letter even has a “P.S.” composed of the last three 
verses. The Second Epistle of John is addressed to “Cyria" (II John 1) 

which is a possible, but not a certain, interpretation of the Greek term 
kuria. The addresses “From: John, The old Elder" (II John 1) and “From: 
John, the Elder" (III John 1)—both for presbuterns —are definitely inter¬ 
pretation. In Greek the name is not given. Thy lor has made the Fourth 
Gospel to be by the "beloved disciple" by inserting the first-person pronoun 
as the paraphrase for that term (John 13:23-26; 19:26, 27, 35; 20:2-10; 
21:2-25). The footnote at John 13:23, “All commentators believe him to 
be John, the writer of this book," is a false statement. 

The additions to the text are inserted in the paraphrase in an inconsis¬ 
tent manner. Sometimes they are bracketed with a footnote (e.g., Rom. 
5:13; 7:6; 9:6; II Cor. 7:11; Gal. 2:12). Some carry no notation at all; for 


2Q Crim P review of The Living Bible Paraphrased t pp, 34M2. 
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example, the phrase “to find enjoyment is elaborated, Well, one thing, 
at least, is good: it is for a man to eat well, drink a good glass of wine, 
accept his position in life" (Eccles. 5:18). The phrase "wine, women, and 
song" (Hos. 4:11) adds “song" from a current saying. "O little town of 
Bethlehem” (Matt. 2:6) is from the Christmas song. Elaboration gives, 
"How can a student know more than his teacher? But if he works hard, he 
may leam as much” (Luke 6:40). Yet another addition without notation 
that is far from the original writing is: “Don’t ever forget the wonderful 
fact that Jesus Christ was a Man, bom into King David’s family; and that 
He was God, as shown by the fact that He rose again from the dead” 
(II Tim. 2:8). Side comments are thrown in: "only a few would welcome 
and receive him” (John 1:11) and “Fot none of us is perfect!” (Gal. 6:5). 
The comment on the law which speaks of “its rigid demands and merciless 
justice” (John 1:17) is foreign to the context and to Scripture as a whole. 
Apollos’ sermon is elaborated, “ ‘The Messiah is coming! Get ready to 
receive him!’ ... and it was a powerful sermon” (Acts 18:26). We are 
informed that it is fifty miles from the Galilee area to Tyre (Matt. 15:21), 
that “in the book of Amos’ prophecies the Lord God asks ...” (Acts 7:42), 
and that Apollos had heard about John the Baptist while he was in Egypt 

(Acts 18:25). A lengthy homiletical expansion is inserted at I Corinthians 
7:14: 


21 


For perhaps the husband who isn't a Christian may become a Christian 

with the help of his Christian wife. And the wife who isn’t a Christian may 
become a Christian with the help of her Christian husband. Otherwise, if 
the family separates, the children might never come to know the Lord; 
whereas a united family may, in God’s plan, result in the children's salvation. 


Still other examples of the many explanatory glosses in the paraphrase 
include the one where prophets prophesying in the name of Jehovah are 
called “heathen prophets" (I Kings 22:6). Where the text has “wanderers,” 
Thy lor elaborates from the children’s song to give “wandering Jews” (Hos. 
9:17). “I know him" {egnoka auton ) is expanded to “I am a Christian; I 
am on my way to heaven; I belong to Christ" (I John 2:4). "He said to 
them” becomes “Then, teaching them more about prayer, he used this 
illustration" (Luke 11:5). “Fishermen” becomes “commercial fishermen" 


ar hylor, Response: Dear Brother Editor, 
the next printing. 


p, 143 t states that such items will be removed in 
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(Matt. 4:18), and David becomes King David (Heb. 4:7). “Don’t count 

your chickens before they hatch!" (I Kings 20:11) substitutes a modem 
proverb for the easily understood “Let not him that girds on his armor 
boast himself as he that puts it off.” 

A third group of additions carries a note. Thylor has interpreted his task 
as a paraphraser to mean that he is free to insert information not given in 
the text so long as he indicates that it is implied. “Implied” may mean 
that an item has been inserted in its setting because it occurs somewhere 
else in Scripture, that it is derived from the history of the period, or that 
it has been logically deduced. “Implied” may also mean that something 
has been changed, as when “My father is working still" (John 5:17) becomes 
“My Father constantly does good.” Thylor inserts implied statements in 
other ways to cover three levels of additions. One group is inserted in 
brackets in the text. These may be pure comment: “For these promises 
are only to those who are truly Jews" (Rom. 9:6) or “Don’t take the law 
into your own hands” (Rom. 12:19). A second group is in the text with an 

accompanying note as when “Samaritan” becomes “despised Samaritan” 

(Luke 17:15) (but the same addition is also made at John 4:9 without 
notation). "Mother-in-law” becomes “honored mother-in-law” (Luke 12:53). 
A third group of implied items is in the text but is accompanied by the 
literal rendering in the notes. The alleged implied phrase “shown us a 
different way to heaven” (Rom. 3:21) has literally “a righteousness of God 
has been manifested.” That Jesus “walked the fifty miles to Tyre and 
Sidon” is said to be implied from the literal “withdrew into the parts of 
Tyre and Sidon” (Matt. 15:21). Some things said to be implied are not 
implied at all, such as, “God announced that he would send his Son to 
earth” (Mark 1:2). The statement is implied neither in Isaiah nor in the 
context in Mark where it occurs. The alleged implied paraphrase of He¬ 
brews 5:7—that Christ prayed to be saved from a premature death—is not 
really implied in the passage. Neither was the sprinkling of blood done as 
a proof of Christ's death (Heb. 9:18). The word "unnecessary" in the phrase 
“unnecessary work” (Jer. 17:21) is said to be implied, but Thylor does not 
make the same deduction at Exodus 20:10 or at Deuteronomy 5:14 where 
his phrase is “work of any kind.” The addition “only" cannot be thought 
implied in Proverbs 10:15—“The rich man’s wealth is his only strength.” 

Thylor has also interpreted his task as one that allows him the greatest 
liberties as long as he gives the literal rendering in the margin. In many 
instances these literal renderings are as readable as his paraphrases and 
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preferable to them. “Nose-ring” (Gen. 24:22) need not become 
ring,” “two encampments” (Gen. 32:2) become "God’s territory,” “the sev¬ 
enty years” become “these years of slavery” (Jer. 25:12), 

“sang” (Luke 2:14), or “I heard the altar cry” become “I heard the angel 
of the altar say” (Rev. 16:7). In the paraphrase, the literal “to God” becomes 
“to the church” (Matt. 15:5), the literal phrase “when he sees the children 

the work of my hands in his midst” becomes the sonorous “when they see 
the surging birth rate and the expanding economy” (Isa. 29:23), and “eat, 
drink, and be merry” (Luke 12:19) becomes “wine, women, and song.” The 
literal “Not many (of you) should become masters (teachers)” (James 3:1) 
becomes, “Don’t be too eager to tell others their faults.” “Having a form 
of godliness" (II Tim. 3:5) is "they will go to church." “The Pharisees sit 
on Moses' seat” becomes “You would think... these Pharisees were Moses, 
the way they keep on making up so many laws!” (Matt. 23:2). “The stars 
shall fall” becomes "seem to fall” (Matt. 24:29). Figures of speech like 
“bridegroom" (Matt. 9:15) or “king" (Matt. 25:34) that may refer to the 
Christ are paraphrased to the first-person pronoun, "1.” The “strong man" 

(Matt. 12:29) becomes “Satan”; and the statement “produces a crop many 
times greater than the amount planted—thirty, sixty, or even a hundred 
times as much" (Matt. 13:23) becomes "goes out and brings thirty, sixty, 
or even a hundred others into the Kingdom.” “This is the law and the 
prophets" becomes “This is the teaching of the laws of Moses in a nutshell” 
(Matt. 7:12). “Moses and the prophets" becomes “the Scriptures” (Luke 
16:29), but is unchanged in Luke 16:31. “Your right eye” becomes “your 
best eye" (Matt. 5:29). “Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord" 
becomes “God's Man is here" (Matt. 21:9), and “I know you not" becomes 
“It is too late” (Matt. 25:12). Encountering either the marginal note im¬ 
plied" or “literal" should put the reader of the LB on the alert that liberties 
have been taken with the text. 


ear- 


are 


22 


said become 


14 - 


Questionable Interpretation 

The list of passages in which Thy lor has missed the proper interpretation 
is long indeed. Thylor tends to make corrections in the text to alleviate 
problems. For example, “Zedekiah" (Jer. 27:3) is omitted without a note, 
likely because its presence creates problems with “Jehoiakim” which 


oc- 


22 ln a note to Daniel 9:2, Taylor refers the reader to this verse as the place where Jeremiah had 
spoken of seventy years, but actually, he has paraphrased the "seventy 


away. 
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curs in verse one. In II Samuel 21:19, Elhanan is said to kill the “brother 
of Goliath,” in order to harmonize the passage with I Chronicles 20:5 and 
probably to relieve possible tension with the story of David and Goliath. 
Second Samuel 24:1 is softened by omitting the phrase “he incited” be¬ 
cause of tension with I Chronicles 21:1. Where the Hebrew (and the ASV) 
has a difficult “forty years" (II Sam. 15:7), Thy lor follows the Lucianic 
Septuagint, Syriac, and Josephus in reading “four years,” but has no foot¬ 
note to the verse. The details of Sisera’s death are omitted (Judg. 5:27), 
likely because of problems with statements of Judges 4:21. "He restores 

my failing health” (Ps. 23:3) is hardly satisfactory as a paraphrase for “he 
restores my soul." That our “altar" is “the cross where Jesus was sacrificed” 
(Heb. 13:10) is questionable. The problem of interpretation of I Corinthians 
7:36ff.—whether daughter or fiancee is being spoken of—is solved by 

omitting altogether the perplexing word parthenos (“virgin"). The passage 
is then made a general permission to many. 

Other changes are notable. “One of his father’s wives” (Deut. 27:20) 
introduces an idea of polygamy that is not in the text; “bread, peas, and 
stew” (Gen. 25:34) would have been accurate were it “bread and pea stew.” 
Thy lor inserts the correction that the Sabbath is “a holy day to be used to 
worship Jehovah" (Exod. 35:2). He changes the disciples’ request, “teach 

us to pray," to “teach us a prayer to recite” (Luke 11:1). By recasting a 
statement from singular to plural, Taylor makes Jeremiah 22:10 speak of 

the captives in general instead of Jehoahaz in particular. 

It is not possible to explain how one can arrive at “My Spirit must not 
forever be disgraced in man” from the Hebrew word yadhon (Gen. 6:3). 

Isaiah 14 has the page heading “Lucifer—fallen from heaven,” and the text 
then perpetuates the translation "Lucifer" for Held ben-shachar (v. 12), 
inviting the reader to suppose the chapter involves the fall of the devil 
when it really discusses the descent of the King of Babylon to Sheol. For 

Isaiah to describe himself as “a foul-mouthed sinner” (Isa. 6:5) conveys a 
different idea from that implied in “a man of unclean lips.” 

Taylor has introduced changes in import where no paraphrase was needed: 
“in all that land” (Matt. 9:31) becomes “all over the town”; “kissed” (Matt. 

26:49) becomes “embraced him in friendly fashion." 

In the Old Testament, christological interpretation is reflected in all 
traditional places: “the Sun of Righteousness” will rise with healing in 

his wings (Mai. 4:2), “the Desire of All Nations" shall come to this Temple 
(Hag. 2:7), and “the future splendor of this Temple will be greater than the 
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(Hag. 2:8). A footnote explains that this comes 


splendor of the first one! 
through Christ’s visiting the temple. Isaiah 9:6 has the traditional five names 

where the linguistic parallel demands that each name be of two elements; 
hence, the first must be “Wonderful Counselor," not "Wonderful, Counselor." 

In those cases where more than one interpretation of a passage is pos¬ 
sible, the paraphrase has given only one and the reader would not be aware 
of the other. For example, “like Adam" (Hos. 6:7; KJV; ASV) is possible; 
but many scholars prefer identification with a place rather than a person, 

and thus render the passage “at Adam, 
bearing” (I Tim. 2:15) becomes “he will save their souls.” “Can two walk 

together unless they be agreed?” (Amos 3:3) becomes “For how can we 
walk together with your sins between us?” 


She shall be saved in child- 


Variety in Paraphrase 


Thylor has used speaker identifications in some sections, as for example, 
in Genesis 27 which deals with Isaac’s hlessing of Jacob; but he does not 
use them in a narrative like that of the Book of Ruth or in most of the 
exchanges in the Old Testament. The preface of the LB lists a group of 
words, including the word “saint,” which it claims are particularly in need 
of paraphrasing. “Saint” is most frequently rendered “God’s people”; almost 
as often it is rendered “Christians." Sometimes it is “believers.” One is 


then shocked to encounter “saints in a number of other passages (Zech. 

14:5; AcLs 26:10; II Thess. 1:10; Rev. 14:12; 18:24). To have Paul persecute 
“saints” in Acts 26:10, but persecute “believers" in the parallel account of 
AcLs 9:13, 32, 41 baffles the reader. If “saint” needs paraphrasing, then 
what about the passages in which it is allowed to stand? 


Equally capricious is the treatment of the phrase which tbe KJV readers 

knows as “sons of Belial.” The paraphrase has “worthless rabble" (Deut. 

13:13), “sex perverts" (Judg. 19:22), “evil men” (Judg. 20:13), “drunken 

bum” (I Sam. 1:16) for “daughter of Belial," “stubborn lout” (I Sam. 25:17), 

“bad-tempered boor” (I Sam. 25:25), “ruffians" (I Sam. 30:22), “scoundrel" 

(II Sam. 16:7; cf. I Kings 21:10), “hot-head” (II Sam. 20:1), “godless" (II Sam. 
23:6), 


men who had no conscience” (I Kings 21:13), and “worthless rebels” 
(II Chron. 13:7). This epithet occurring sixteen times in the Old Testament 
is paraphrased twelve different ways. 

The kiss of the sinful woman (Luke 7:45) and of Judas (Luke 22:48) 
need no paraphrase, but the “holy kiss” becomes “shake hands warmly.” 
Though foot washing is alluded to in the Old Testament (Gen. 24:32; 
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43:24), though Jesus alludes to the washing of feet in his rebuke of Simon 
(Luke 7:44) and washes the feet of his disciples (John 13:5), the LB 
pletely omits the washing of the saints’ feet as a qualification of a needy 
widow (I Tim. 5:10). 

The LB does not always attempt to harmonize the paraphrase of iden¬ 
tical phrases that occur in more than one setting. It renders one of the 
commandments “You must not murder” in Exodus 20:13 and Deuteronomy 
5:17. The same commandment reads “Don’t kill" in the New Testament 
(Matt. 19:18; Mark 10:19), which could be an entirely different idea. In 

James 2:11 it reverts to “murder." “We ask that your kingdom will come 
now” (Matt. 6:10) and “send your Kingdom soon” (Luke 11:2) are from 

identical Greek phrases. “Boils” (I Sam. 5:6) and “tumors” (I Sam. 6:5) are 

■ 

alternates of the same word in similar settings. “Son, your sins are forgiven” 

(Mark 2:5) and “son! ... I have forgiven your sins” (Matt. 9:2; cf. Luke 
5:20) are also identical Greek phrases. 

In successive verses God makes an “everlasting covenant” (Gen. 17:13) 

with Abraham, but those who do not keep it have broken a “contract" 
(Gen. 17:14). In Exodus we again read of a “covenant" (Ex. 24:7). In the 
New Testament “Scripture" (II Cor. 3:14), “agreement” (Heb. 9:1, 18, 20; 
10:16), “ark of the covenant" (Heb. 9:4), "old system" (Heb. 9:15), and 
“will” (Heb. 9:16, 17) are used. “Will” is satisfactory in these last verses, 

for here diatheke is used differently. The reader finds “new contract” in 
Jeremiah 31:31; but when the same passage is cited in Hebrews 8:8, it is 

“new agreement." 

In Amos 9:11 one reads, “Then, at that time, I will rebuild the City of 
David, which is now lying in ruins, and return it to its former glory.” The 
Hebrew text says nothing about the City of David; it is referring to the 
dynasty of David. When the passage is cited in the New Testament, it is 
“Afterwards [says the Lord], I will return and renew the broken contract 
with David" (Acts 15:16). The same sort of difference in wording is seen 

in Psalm 2 and its citation in Acts 4:25, 26 and Hebrews 1:5, so that no 
one could see the connection between the two. There is no resemblance 
between Psalm 16 and Peter’s citation of it in Acts 2:25-28, and there is 
little resemblance between Joel 2:28-32 and Peter’s citation on Pentecost 
in Acts 2:17-21. 

The familiar statement about “salt of the earth” (Matt. 5:13) is “You 
are the world's seasoning," but in Mark 9:50 (cf. Luke 14:34) it is “Good 
salt is worthless if it loses its saltiness." 


corn- 
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“Pastor” is used in some places for presbuteros (I Tim. 3:1; 5:17, 19); 
hut I Peter 5:1 has “elder," and Titus 1:5, though using “pastor," has the 
footnote: “More literally ‘elders.’ ” When potmen (“pastor" or “shepherd”) 
actually occurs in Greek (Eph. 4:11), Thylor paraphrases it "shepherd.” In 
Exodus 14:3 we have “Israelites,” but 14:5 has "Israelis,” and at 14:26 we 


are back to “Israelites." Beelzebub is paraphrased as “Satan (Matt. 12:24, 
27), but then in the same context “Satan” from satanas is also retained. 
The phrase “You have heard it was said" becomes “the laws of Moses 
said” (Matt. 5:27), “the law of Moses says" (Matt. 5:33, 38), and “there is 
a saying" (Matt. 5:43). 

Acts 20:7 reads, “On Sunday we gathered for a communion service," 

but the footnote explains: 
the week,' by Jewish reckoning, from sundown to sundown." However, 
I Grrinthians 16:2 is “on every Lord's Day." Elsewhere the Greek phrase 
mia ton sabbatOn is 


on Saturday night.' Literally, ‘the first day of 


II i- 


Sunday" (Matt. 28:1; Luke 24:1; John 20:1), except 
that it is dropped completely in Mark 16:2 and John 20:19. Perhaps the 
practice will be judged by some as less objectionahle than that of the NEB 
which puts "Saturday night” in the text of Acts 20:7. Is “Sunday" really 
clearer than “the first day of the week”? Why do we need the variety 
“Lord’s Day” and “Sunday" for the same phrase? 

There is no relationship between the number of times a word or expres¬ 
sion occurs in the Greek or Hebrew texts and the number of times that 


Taylor uses it. For example, the word “Christian" appears three times in 
the New Testament, but is used many times (Gal. 1:1, 13, 22; 2:4; 3:3; 
I John 2:4, 5, 6; Jude 1; etc.) in Thylor's paraphrase. “Your church” and 

“our churches" are not in the New Testament at all, but are often used by 
Thy lor. The Law becomes “the Ten Commandments" (Gal. 3:17) or “the 
laws" (Gal. 3:19). No distinction is made in the paraphrase between “hades," 
the state of the dead (cf. Luke 16:23; Acts 2:27), and “hell,” the final place 
of punishment for the wicked; in the KJV both are “hell.” The page heading 
for Luke 16 is "The rich man in Hell," and the text has “[the rich man’s] 
soul went into hell" (Luke 16:22). Jesus’ soul is not left in “hell” (Acts 

2:27). 


A key phrase like “son of man" becomes in the Old Testament “a Man¬ 
or so he seemed to be” (Dan. 7:13), “mere puny man" (Ps. 8:4), and “son 
of dust" (Ezek. 4:1; 5:1; 15:1; 16:1; etc.). In the New Testament the phrase 
is used solely by Jesus except for Acts 7:56 and occurrences in the Book 
of Revelation. It is paraphrased thirteen ways, including: “Son of mankind," 
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“I, the Son of Mankind,” “Messiah," “I,” “Me,” "My," “Mine,” “He,” and 
“Him.” “Son of Man" is retained only at John 5:27, Revelation 1:13, and 
Revelation 14:14; elsewhere the literal phrase is relegated to the footnotes. 
While the meaning of the phrase “Son of Man” as used by Jesus is disputed, 
scholars generally agree that its intent was to conceal Jesus’ messiahship 
rather than openly to reveal it. The LB has missed the interpretation of 
this phrase in its tendency to strengthen claims of Jesus' divinity beyond 
those actually made in the Greek text. Additional evidences of this ten¬ 
dency are “his Son" inserted at Mark 1:2, “Son of God" at Mark 1:24, and 
the choice of “When you call me good ..." at Matthew 19:17. The variant 
“Why do you ask me about the good?” is not noted in the LB, but textual 
scholars favor it as the proper reading. Taylor justifies his use of “Messiah" 
for “Son of Man" by contending that in the first century they were syn¬ 
onymous terms. 23 Even if this is granted, confusion results when messias 
{John 1:41) is also paraphrased as “messiah.” Had the two terms been 
synonymous, the Holy Spirit need not have inspired use of both of them. 
Actually, in the Greek New Testament direct claims of messiahship on the 
part of Jesus are few. In the LB they are abundant. These examples, which 
are not at all exhaustive of the problem, suffice to show that Thy lor has 
done his work capriciously rather than carefully. 

Theological Questions 

Taylor acknowledges the dangers of theological distortion in a para¬ 
phrase, but insists that it was not his intent to advance a particular theo 
logical position. 24 Nevertheless, one must insist that whether intentionally 
or unintentionally, consciously or unconsciously, Thy lor has fallen into 
theological traps. One may be willing to grant that Thy lor thinks the 
biblical writers intended to expound the ideas he expounds, but one must 
assert that his interpretations are often incorrect. 

The notes are not entirely reliable. The comment that “man” (’adam) 
is literally “men” (Gen. 1:26) is not true. God did not create men; he 
created one man. 

The paraphrase tends to heighten the miraculous. 25 The word “miracle,” 
not in the original, is inserted at John 10:32. Jesus is said to “read their 


2r ftyk>r P "A Response: Dear Brother Editor," p. 143. 

24 Ibid. 

25 Robert C Bowman, 

mer 1973): 139. 


The Living Bible —A Critique,” Brethren Life and Thought 18 (Sum 
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minds" (Mark 2:8) and to supply missing arms and legs (Matt. 15:31). 

Neither English nor Greek supports this interpretation. Unsound members 
were healed; new ones were not created. The angel Gabriel “appeared" and 
“disappeared" (Luke 1:28, 38). Jesus is to be judged by his miracles (John 

10:37), whereas the expression “works of my Father” need not be so 

limited. 

The LB clearly expounds the doctrine of original sin: “When Adam 
sinned, sin entered the entire human nature. His sin spread death through¬ 
out all the world, so everything began to grow old and die, for all sinned” 
(Rom. 5:12). Psalm 51:5 reads, “But I was bom a sinner, yes, from the 

moment my mother conceived me." Ephesians 2:3 reads, “We started out 
bad, being bom with evil natures, and were under God’s anger just like 
everyone else." 

There are also problems concerning the time of regeneration. Colossians 
3:1 reads, “Since you became alive again, so to speak, when Christ arose 
from the dead, now set your sights on the rich treasures and joys of heaven 
where he sits beside God in the place of honor and power.” Romans 6:4-5 
states, “Your old sin-loving nature was buried with him by baptism when 

he died, and when God the Father, with glorious power, brought him back 

to life again, you were given his wonderful new life to enjoy. For you have 

become a part of him, and so you died with him, so to speak, when he 

died [note: Literally, 'united with him in the likeness of his death’]; and 

now you share his new life, and shall rise as he did." 

One detects a note of antilegalism when “freedom" is expanded by the 

phrase in brackets “from trying to be saved by keeping the laws of God” 

(II Cor. 3:17) which the paraphrase insists the text implies. Can one be 

saved without keeping the laws of God? Can the laws be kept without 

trying to keep them? Further evidence turns up in the phrase “for it was 

through reading the Scripture that I came to realize that I could never find 

God’s favor by trying—and failing—to obey the laws. I came to realize 

that acceptance with God comes by believing in Christ” (Gal. 2:19). Thy lor 

avoids occurrences of nomos and uses “Jewish laws” (Acts 18:15; 21:24; 

25:8), “Jewish customs and ceremonies" (Acts 15:5), "Jewish traditions 

and customs" (Acts 21:20), “Jewish beliefs" (Acts 23:29), and "the laws of 
Moses" (Acts 6:13). “Law 

paraphrase does not have Jesus mention it in Luke 24:44; and at Acts 
28:23 “law" becomes “the five books of Moses." Thy lor declares that “Moses 
gave us only the Law” (John 1:17). “The curse of the law” becomes “the 


is omitted in the series of Matthew 23:23; the 
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doom of that impossible system (Gal. 3:13). Instead of “legal demands" 
(Col. 2:14) we read “this list of sins"; instead of “the law of the Spirit of 
life" (Rom. 8:2) we read, “the power of the life-giving Spirit." “Bom under 
the law" becomes “bom as a Jew" (Gal. 4:4). 

The paraphrase eliminates the name “Cephas” and uses only “Peter” for 
this disciple (John 1:42; I Cor. 1:12; 3:22; 9:5; Gal. 2:9). An unnecessary 
gloss is inserted on Peter’s name: “You are Peter, a stone; and upon this 

rock I will build my church" (Matt. 16:18). Though “stone” is different 
from “rock,” what uninstructed reader will notice it? Had Thy lor said in 

John 1:42, “Peter (which means rock)” he would have avoided a possible 
m isunders tand ing. 

Though it is said that Taylor is a premillennialist, not a dispensation- 
alist, 26 support for both of these positions is given by his capitalizations 
in the phrase “the Great Tribulation” (Rev. 7:14). Further encouragement 
can be found in the paraphrase of II Timothy 4:1: “who will some day judge 
the living and the dead when he appears to set up his kingdom.” This 
rendering conflicts with I Corinthians 15:24ff. where Jesus renders up the 

kingdom to God at his coming. Elsewhere, the paraphrase does speak of 

the redeemed “brought into the kingdom of his dear Son” (Col. 1:13). “In 
the last days Jerusalem and the Temple of the Lord will become the world’s 
greatest attraction” (Isa. 2:2) is a distortion, as is “For in those days the 
whole world will be ruled by the Lord from Jerusalem. He will issue his 
laws and announce his decrees from there” (Mic. 4:2; cf. 5:3). The rendering 
of Ezekiel 37:28 is slanted in the same direction. It is suggested that 
Hebrew is the pure speech with which the returning people will serve the 
Lord (Zech. 3:8). The paraphrase “then all Israel will be saved” (Rom. 
11:26) makes a temporal statement out of what is really a statement of 
manner, "in this way all Israel will be saved." Further eschatological dif¬ 
ficulty is encountered when “this generation shall not pass away until all 

these things be accomplished” (Mark 13:30; cf. Matt. 24:14) becomes “Yes, 
these are the events that will signal the end of the age.” 

The LB expounds the idea that God had to be turned from his wrath 
in order to save sinners: “God sent Christ Jesus ... to end all God’s anger 
against us" (Rom. 3:25). Several passages set forth the idea of a direct 
communication of the Holy Spirit. Romans 8:16 says, “For his Holy Spirit 
speaks to us deep in our hearts, and tells us that we really are God’s 


26 Ken, "The Living Bible — Not Just Another Version/' p. 32. 
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children.” Galatians 5:16 states, “I advise you to obey only the Holy Spirit s 
instructions. He will tell you where to go and what to do, and then you 

won't always be doing the wrong things your evil nature wants you to." 
First John 5:7-8 speaks of “the voice of the Holy Spirit in our hearts." And 
in 1 Corinthians 2:14 we read, “Only those who have the Holy Spirit within 

them can understand what the Holy Spirit means.” In the paraphrase the 

Spirit is made to operate mysteriously: “We do not know on whom he will 

next bestow this life from heaven" (John 3:8). 

The teaching of “faith only” is stated: “for Abraham found favor with 
God by faith alone, before he was circumcised'' (Rom. 4:12). That state¬ 
ment cannot be harmonized with James 2:21-24. “That a man is justified 
by faith apart from the works of the law" (Rom. 3:28) becomes “So it is 
that we are saved by faith in Christ and not by the good things we do.” 
The statement “to those who received him, who believed in his name, he 
gave power to become children of God" becomes “But to all who received 
him, he gave the right to become children of God. All they needed to do 
was to trust him to save them. All those who believe this are reborn 
...” (John 1:12, 13). 

The LB reflects belief in salvation before baptism. John’s baptism is 
“a public announcement of their decision to turn their backs on sin” (Mark 
1:4; cf. Luke 3:3)—hardly equivalent to “for the remission of sins.” “In 

baptism we show that we have been saved from death and doom by the 
resurrection of Christ" (I Peter 3:21); the more literal rendering “baptism 
... saves you" has been relegated to a footnote. A note explains that in 
the phrase “bom of water and the Spirit" (John 3:5), “bom of water” means 
the normal process observed during every human birth. 

Wives are exhorted “Fit in with your husbands' plans" (I Peter 3:1), 
which may be pleasing to the women’s liberation movement but is far from 
what Peter actually said. 

In these various cases Thy lor has given the paraphrase a turn which 
makes it say something different from that which the original writers 

meant. The authors are right; Thylor is wrong. 


Conclusion 

The remarkable popularity of the LB loudly proclaims a message that 
those who love the cause of the Lord but champion the exclusive use of 
the KJV and/or the ASV should be hearing. The masses of people not 
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conditioned by a lifetime of study to the archaisms of these versions have 

a deep hunger for a translation they can easily read and understand 
hunger so urgent that they, the blind led by the blind, grasp at broken 
reeds like the LB. 

A review which focuses on problems tends to overlook the hundreds of 
passages in the LB where familiar phrases remain unchanged in meaning 

and many other passages where the paraphrasing is excellent. Lengthy, 
complex sentences are broken into simple ones. Most of the vocabulary is 
contemporary. The material in general is presented in an exciting style. 
Gripping phrases are used, such as “rotting stench” (Joel 2:20} for "stench 
and ill savor.” Prophets are accused of being “windbags full of words with 
no divine authority" (Jer. 5:13), man at creation became “a living person” 
(Gen. 2:7), “worthless food" becomes “insipid manna" (Num. 21:5). “It is 
what you say and think that makes you unclean" (Matt. 15:11) is an exact, 
clear statement. Despite its omission of some items in the original, the 
paraphrase “For you tithe down to the last mint leaf in your garden, but 
ignore the important things” (Matt. 23:23) is close to the general thought 
of the passage. 

Though the LB is easy reading and provides the general outline of the 
biblical story, it is not sufficiently reliable to be useful for serious study 

, , a a ■■ 

by any person who is concerned over details of what the Word of God says 
either in historical matters or in doctrinal matters. C)ne might take Thy lor 1 s 
advice: “For study purposes, a paraphrase should be checked against a 
rigid translation.” 27 The person who is unable to make detailed comparison 
of the paraphrases with the original Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek state¬ 
ments can never be certain that he is not being misled. 




2r Ihylor, quoted in S. Kubo and W. Specht, So Many Versions? (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 
1975), p. 190; Frederick A. Rush, "Living with The Living Bible," Currents in Theology and 
Mission 2 (1975): 280-81. 
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he New Testament of The Good News Bible, under the 
name Good News for Modem Man, prepared in two and a half years’ work 

by Robert G. Bratcher with the aid of the TYanslations Department and 
members of the TVanslations Committee of the American Bible Society, 
was issued September 15, 1966. It was the first translation of the New 
Testament into English prepared by that Society. 1 The impetus for Today’s 
English Version arose out of the success of the Version Popular, the Span¬ 
ish translation, which, though prepared for the Indians of Latin America, 
proved more popular among those living in the cities than it did among 

the Indians. 

The innovative cover decoration of the paperbound TEV uses the mast¬ 
heads of leading newspapers throughout the world to call attention to the 
fact that it is as easy to read as the newspaper. At first a copy sold for 


•Robert C. Bratcher, "Good News for Modem Man,” The Bible Translator 17 (1966): 159-72; 
18 (1967); 127-28; "The Nature and Purpose of the New Testament in Tbday's English Version," 
The Bible Translator 22 (July 1971): 105-7. 
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twenty-five cents. Later, the price was raised to sixty cents (the printing 
costs), but even then it remained a book bargain. In the first three years, 
twelve million copies were sold, surpassing all records for paperback book 
sales. 2 By 1976 more than fifty-two million copies had been sold. 3 Catholic 

authorities granted imprimaturs for it, opening the way for its use by 
Catholics. 4 

In the light of the early success of the New Testament, a committee 
composed of seven men was formed to prepare the Old Testament. Their 
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work began in September 1967. The committee was comprised of Robert 

G. Bratcher, chairman; Roger A. Bullard; Keith R. Crim; Herbert S. Grether; 
Barclay M. Newman; Heber F. Peacock; and John A. Thompson. All held 
doctorates and all except one had foreign missionary experience. From R. 
Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica, 3rd ed., in consultation with the ancient versions, 

one scholar would draft a translation of a book for which he was respon¬ 
sible. He also s upplied explanatory notes setting forth reasons for particular 
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choices . Other members of the committee made their comments on the 
translator’s draft, and these comments were weighed by the translator. The 
committee then met for face-to-face consideration of each line, verse, and 
punctuation mark. Finally the copy was read aloud to evaluate the impres¬ 
sion it made on the listener. The draft was then sent to over two hundred 
translators and consultants throughout the world for their suggestions. 
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Later, with consideration given to suggestions received, the copy went 
through another review comparable to the first. The text was next sub- 
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mitted to eight Bible s __ 

g roups . It was then reviewed for English style. Finally it was reviewed by 
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the Translations Committee of the American Bible Society. 
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As the work progressed, some trial books of the Old Testament (Psalms, 

Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Jonah, Hosea, Amos, and Micah) were released 
at intervals after 1970. The completed Bible, with the fourth editi on of 

— -A — I . • ■ - ... " ■ ^ 

the New T estame nt in cluded, wa s i ssue d in 1976, nine years after the 
beginning of the project. William Collins Sons & Co., Ltd., a British 

---- - . - .... ... .. I , ^ . r d , 


representing seven different religious 


5 


^Carroll Stuhlmuel 1 er, "Probings into the Mystery of the Text," The Bible Ibday 58 (February 
1972): 657 t 

3 G, E. Jones, "Another 'Readable' Bible, But Is It Any Better?” U.S. News & World Report 
81 (December 20, 1976): 54; Eugene A. Nida T Good News for Everyone (Waco, Texas: Word Books, 

1977), p. 115. 

4 Stuhl muel 1 e r, "Probings into the Mystery of the Text," p.657. 

5 Herbert G. May, u Good News for All People Everywhere," Interpretation 32 (April 1978): 
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publisher, sponsored the translation of the Apocrypha. 6 The Bible Society 
included these books in a complete Bible in 1979 . 

Not a revision of previous English translations, the GNB attempts to 
set forth the biblical content and message in standard, everyday English 

just as the New Testament was originally written in Koine Greek, the 
language of the first-century common man. With the non-Christian reader 

in mind, the GNB is pitched at the elementary school reading level. 7 It is 
aimed at all who use English as a means of communication, whether as 
an acquired language or as a native language in which they have little 
formal education. 8 The GNB strives to give the reader a maximum under¬ 
standing of the contents of the original texts, trusting that he may find a 
saving hope through its message. Though no artificial limit was set on the 
range of vocabulary—to make what is understood as “a_simplified trans¬ 
lation” 9 — words have been avoided that are not in common use. With 

“clarity of meaning" placed above “literary form,” the GNB uses clear, 
simple, unambiguous language in a style natural to English. A British 

edition seeks to remove features natural to Americans but strange to the 
British. Insisting that the aim of translation is not to teach the reader 
Hebrew or Greek but to communicate with him, the translators have made 
no effort to maintain the sentence structure, parts of speech, order of 
words, and grammatical devices of the original language. 10 The G NB is 
to be classified as a common-language, Dynamic Equivalence translation, 
less paraphrastic than the work of J. B. Phillips but more paraphrastic than 
any of the productions included in this study with the exception of the 
LB. Since its aim is not primarily for advanced study by the serious student 
of the Bible, the GNB regularly needs checking with more technical trans¬ 
lations in the light of the original texts. 

Format 

The GNB supplies the reader with a brief introduction and outline to 
each of the biblical books. These notes are descriptive in nature, generally 

®R. C Fuller. “Tbday's Bible,” Scripture Bulletin 7 (Winter 1976-77): 28. 

’Ibid., pp. 27-28. 

®Edward B. Fiske, “New Ttslament Is Made Simpler,” The Bible Society Record 111 (October 
1966): 145. 

®Ibid.; Bratcher, “Cood News for Modem Man,” pp. 159ft.; Bratcher, “Nature and Purpose,” 
pp. 97-107. 

10 Euan Fry, “The Good News Bible TVanslation Principles," The Bible Translator 28 (October 
1977): 410; Bratcher “Good News for Modem Man,” pp. 159-60. 
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avoiding critical and theological speculation on matters of authorship, 
date, and unity of the books. However , the introd uctio n to the Song^of 
Songs, though calling the book “love poems,” recognizes that both Jews 
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and Christians have at times interpreted these poems allegorically. A three- 
fold division of material in the Book of Isaiah is recognized, and chapters 
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40-55 are said to be exilic. Dates are suggested for the Minor Prophets. 
Joel is assigned to the fifth or fourth century. The Book of Zechariah is 
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divided into two sections. 

Notes refer the reader to a “Word List" at the end of the Bible, which 
supplies definitions of a selected list of words used. Additional helps are 
a “Chronology of the Bible," a series of maps with an “Index” to them, and 

Subject Index” for the Bible (using pages rather than chapters and 
verses), aiding in the location of important subjects. 

Titles are supplied for the books; unfortunately, that of the last book is 
“ The Revelation to John” rather than “of John.” The text of the GNB is 
printed in double columns with the material paragraphed into thought 
units. Verses are indicated by elevated Arabic numerals within the line. 
Factual subject headings in boldface type have been supplied throughout. 
Parallel passages may be noted beneath these headings. Various Psalms 
have headings, but the traditional headings handed down in the Hebrew 

manuscripts are relegated to the footnotes (e.g., Ps. 60, 62, 63, etc.). The 
musical notation “Selah” has been omitted throughout. Speaker identifi¬ 
cations, “The Man” and “The Woman," are supplied in the Song of Songs. 
By conjecture, speakers are suggested at Job 24:18; 26:5; 27:13*23, but 
Job 28 is left without a speaker. The accompanying note would be more 
accurate if it had “sometimes assigned" to the speaker rather than “usually 
assigned." Unfortunately, the heading at Romans 1:18 removes the force 
of gar (“for”) in the text, and that of Romans 5:12 obscures rather than 
clarifies the argument being made in the book. These headings are the 
same as those in the UBS Greek text. 11 Lists of material and of persons 
are printed in tabular form (e.g., I Kings 4:Iff; Ezra 2:3ff; Neh. 7:8ff.). 
Quotation marks are used to indicate direct address. Italics, not used in 
the traditional way to indicate words supplied by the translators to com¬ 
plete the sense, are used for emphasis (I Kings 20:11; I Cor. 15:27; 16:21; 
Philem. 19), to indicate titles of source materials (e.g., II Kings 8:23; etc.), 




1 Frederick W. Danker, review of Good News for Modern Man: The New Testament in 

Today's English Version t trans. R + G, Bratcher in CBQ 29 (April 1967): 258. 
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and to transliterate Aramaic words (Mark 5:41; 15:34). Poetic material is 

printed in poetic lines, as are certain New Testament passages (Luke 

l:46ff., 68ff„ 2:29ff.; Phil. 2:6ff.; I Tim. 3:16; II Tim. 2:1 Iff.; etc.) that have 
a poetic quality. 

The Bible Society’s policy of publishing Scripture without note or com¬ 
ment was changed in 1967. 12 The notes accompanying the text of the 
GNB supply cultural (Josh. 14:2; Lev. 19:29) and historical (Acts 12:1) 
information to help the reader understand the text (cf. Exod. 4:25), call 
attention to departures from Masoretic text whether the recourse is to one 
of the ancient versions (indicated by “One/Some ancient translation”) or 

to conjectural emendation (indicated by “Probable text”; e.g., Gen. 49:26), 
give alternate renderings (e.g., Gen. 28:14; Deut. 7:20; Rom. 3:9a), or give 

references to passages where identical or similar material is to be found. 
This last group includes cross-references to echoes of Old Testament ma¬ 
terial within the New Testament and New Testament references back to 
the Old Testament. Notes like that commenting on “Red Sea" (Exod. 
13:18) and that on “ephod” (Exod. 25:7) should help the reader. Notes 

explain terms like “mandrakes” (Gen. 30:14), "Freedmen" (Acts 6:9), and 
“usual way" (Rom. 9:8) which the reader would not know; explain a par¬ 
aphrase of a term whose literal meaning the reader would not grasp (e.g., 
Ezek. 18:17); and explain customs (e.g., Gen. 24:2; Exod. 29:37). 

Unlike most translations, which use no illustrations, the GNB contains 
five hundred line drawings by a Swiss-bom artist. Mile. Annie Vallotton, 
illustrating various biblical motifs. 13 The illustrations are intended to draw 
the reader to the texts. When such drawings first appeared in the New 
Testament, they provoked both vigorous disapproval and enthusiastic ap¬ 
probation. One might be reminded that the KJV had illustrations in the 
1611 edition, and its mythological illustrations such as that of Neptune 
taming the sea horses, found at the beginning of the Gospel of Matthew, 
could under no circumstances be called appropriate for a Bible. The illus¬ 
trations of the GNB cannot be said to be unsuitable in this way; rather, 
they communicate the essence of the episode to the reader whatever his 

level of culture may be. Maps dispersed through the text should further 
aid the reader. 


l2 C. E. B. Cranfield, "Are Annotated Bibles Desirable?" The Churchman 82 (Winter 1968): 
290 %; Cranfield. "A Reply to Mr. Bradnock,” The Churchman 83 (Spring 1969): 28-30; W.J. 
Bradnock, “Mr. Cranfield and Annotated Bibles." The Churchman 83 (Spring 1969): 21-27. 

Annie Vfollotton," Bible Society Record 113 (July-August 1968): 86. 
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The Text 


The Old Testament of the GNB is rendered basically from the third 
edition and notes of R. Kittel’s Biblia Hebraic a, 14 however, now that the 
Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia has been published, future editions of the 
GNB will likely show modifications in its light. In the GNB, the Hebrew 
words have been divided differently at times from the Masoretic text. Also 
at times vowels other than those of the Masoretic text have been followed. 
Variants supported by one or more Hebrew manuscripts may have been 
followed. Septuagintal or other versional readings have been chosen where 
they are deemed superior to the Masoretic text, and in some difficult cases 
conjectural readings are followed. Notes usually call attention to such 

cases. For example, Psalm 2:12 offers a conjectural “bow down to him" 
and relegates “kiss the Son” to the notes. The above mentioned procedures 

are standard in translation; however, the individual cases where they are 
applied are open to debate. In the GNB I Samuel 13:1, a defective verse 
in the Masoretic text, is dropped to the notes. Emendations are frequent, 
some (Ps. 87:4; 92:11) occurring without warning in the notes. The numeral 
“thirty” (Prov. 22:20) is supplied without notation. Rearrangement of the 
text is less frequent than in the NEB. In a few cases where the RSV 
emended the text, the GNB stays with the Masoretic text. Such a case is 
the reading “Ashdod” (Amos 3:9). One reviewer, generally critical of the 
GNB, points out that in the Psalms the GNB follows the Masoretic text 
more closely than the RSV does. 

An examination of the notes reveals that readings from the versions are 
frequently preferred to those of the Masoretic text, but the particular ver¬ 
sion followed is not identified in the various cases. Neither has Dead Sea 
Scroll evidence been identified. Conjectural correction of the Masoretic 

text has been frequent. There are more places in the GNB where the 

Hebrew text is said to be unclear than in most English translations. 

In its New Testament text, except for a few passages, most of which 
Bratcher has been kind enough to list and to defend, 16 the GNB followed 
the second edition of the United Bible Societies’ Greek text modified in 


15 


L4 Fry, "The Good News Bible Translation Principles, 
l5 J. Judd Jackson, review of Psalms for Modem Man t in Interpretation 26 (January 1972): 


pp t 408-12. 


95-96. 


ie Robert G. Bratcher, "The T.E.V. New Testament and the Greek Tfext," The Bible Translator 

18 (October 1967): 167-74, 
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the light of the third edition of that text. Differences from the UBS text 

result in the renderings: “the daughter of Herodias" (Mark 6:22), “already” 
(Mark 15:44), “the God of Jacob" (Acts 7:46), “three" (Acts 10:19), “from 
Jerusalem” (Acts 12:25), “in all things God works" (Rom. 8:28), “to be 
burned” (ICor. 13:3), “your love for us” (II Cor. 8:7), "accept it" (Heb. 4:2), 
"will vanish" (II Pet. 3:10), “the Lord” (Jude 5), hos (“as it were”) omitted 
(Rev. 14:3), and “people" (Rev. 21:3). The UBS text changed its opinion 
between the second and third edition on “he was disturbed" (Mark 6:20) 

and now agrees with the GNB text. 

According to Bratcher, differences in punctuation from the UBS text 

followed at Mark 1:27; 2:15-16; 9:16; 14:1, 60; John 1:3-4; 4:35-36; 

7:28; 8:25, 54; II Corinthians 12:6-7; Ephesians 1:4-5; I Thessalonians 1:2-3; 

Titus 3:8; and James 4:2. To these may be added Romans 9:5 where the 

punctuation chosen is also different from that chosen in the UBS text. As 

rendered, the verse does not ascribe divinity to Christ. 

The UBS Greek text is a critically reconstructed one with marked 
differences from the Textus Receptus. Sixteen passages of the Textus 
Receptus containing as much as a whole verse (Matt. 17:21; 18:11; 23:14; 
Mark 7:16; 9:44, 46; 11:26; 15:28; Luke 17:36; 23:17; John 5:3b-4; Acts 
8:37; 15:34; 24:6b-8a; 28:29; Rom. 16:24) are relegated to the apparatus in 
the UBS text as secondary (also carried in the margin by the ASV, RSV, 
NEB, etc.). These verses were carried in single brackets within the text of 
the first edition of the TEV and finally were relegated to the margin in 
the completed Bible. Luke 22:43-44, in keeping with current textual opin¬ 
ion, is restored to the text with the marginal note: “Some manuscripts do 
not have verses 43-44.” 

Phrases in the Textus Receptus (and the KJV) of less than a whole verse 
are dropped as secondary: “firstborn” (Matt. 1:25), the doxology of the 
Model Prayer (Matt. 6:13), “wife” (Luke 2:5), “by Jesus Christ” (Eph. 3:9), 
“and the Lord Jesus Christ" (Col. 1:2), “through his blood” (Col. 1:14), 
“from God our father, and the Lord Jesus Christ" (I Thess. 1:1), and “I 
the Alpha and the Omega, the first and the last" (Rev. 1:11). Modem 
textual scholars consider these phrases to be scribal additions and not a 
part of the authentic New Testament text. John 7:53 — 8:11 is bracketed 
with an explanatory note, and I John 5:7 (the Comma Johanneum ) is 
omitted without notation. Both the longer and the shorter endings of Mark 
have been printed in brackets, preceded by the headings "An Old Ending 


were 




267 



THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NTV 


of the Gospel and Another Old Ending. For these endings, an explan¬ 
atory footnote is given. 

There are also a few passages where modem scholars think the Text us 
Receptus (and the KJV) has lost words that can be restored to the text 
by textual study. First Peter 2:2 had lost the concluding words “and be 
saved.” 

In cases where textual evidence supporting a variant is inconclusive, the 
GNB carries one choice in the text and the other in the notes. In agreement 
with the Text us Receptus is the preference for “pity” over “anger” (Mark 

1:41), and "your love for us" (II Cor. 8:7) over “our love for you." Differing 
from the Textus Receptus are the choices of “child’s father” (Luke 2:33), 
“His parents" (Luke 2:43), “nor the Son" (Matt. 24:36), “the Son of Man" 
(John 9:35), “seventy-two” as opposed to “seventy" (Luke 10:1, 17), “I am 
not going to this festival” as opposed to “I am not yet going” (John 7:8), 

and “Lord” as opposed to “Christ” (I Cor. 10:9). 

In other cases the text followed is in agreement with the reading of 
Textus Receptus rather than that followed by some other modem versions, 
thus the inclusion of the phrase “in the Lord” (rendered “Christian"; Eph. 
6:1) and the choice of the variant “God” as opposed to “Lord” (Acts 20:28). 

Less defensible is the choice without notation of the variant “Jesus Bar- 
abbas” (Matt. 27:16,17; as Moffatt and NEB), not in the Textus Receptus, 
which is carried as a bracketed variant in the UBS text. 

These cases are only examples. Because textual criticism is a contin¬ 
uous process, it is inevitable that scholars will differ in judgment about 
the weight of evidence on some points; but in general, defensible choices— 
choices that are accepted by a portion of scholars—have been made in 

the GNB. 


Changing Editions 

The New Testament of the GNB, now appearing in its fourth edition, 
has been modified in text, translation, and illustration from edition to 
edition as the producers have shown themselves sensitive to changing 
scholarly opinion and to criticisms received from reviewers. The second 
edition of the GNB had between 700 and 800 changes. 


17 


17 R K. Moulton, review of The New Testament in Tbday's English Version, 2nd ed., The 
Bible Translator 19 (October 1968); 184*87. 
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The first edition was based chiefly on the second edition of the United 
Bible Societies' Greek text. With the appearance of the third edition of 
that text, changes made from the second edition have been incorporated 
into the GNB. Luke 22:19-20 carries a note that some manuscripts lack 

its phrases. Sixteen verses that were bracketed are relegated to the notes; 
however, the GNB continues to carry “Lord" at I Corinthians 10:9 where 
the UBS text has shifted to “Christ.” 

In the translation itself, some modifications toward the traditional can 
be seen. Whereas the 1966 edition used “meeting house" (Luke 4:15, 38), 
the 1976 edition reverts to “synagogue." "Imposter" (Matt. 7:5) gives way 
to “hypocrite," “talking against God" (Matt. 9:3) to “speaking blasphemy," 
and “cuts deeper” to “sharper” (Heb. 4:12). “All Greece" (II Cor. 1:1) reverts 

to “Achaia.” 

The New Testament illustrations in the fourth edition are considerably 
different from those of the first. For the Gospel of Matthew only four 
pictures are the same; four others use the same theme but have been 
redrawn; sixteen have been omitted; and only four new illustrations have 
been added. In Mark, eleven illustrations are omitted; nine are redrawn; 
one is the same; and one new one has been added. 

The impact of the women’s liberation movement on English speech was 
taken into account when the preliminary publications of the Old Testament 
books were revised, 18 but no attempt was made to remove the writer’s 
prejudices in favor of the male. The GNB uses “person,” “people," “some¬ 
one,” “anyone," or “mankind" instead of “man” or “men" where the male 
is not specified. When the reference is to people in general, a shift is made 
from the singular to the plural; for example, “Happy are those” (Ps. 1:1). 
“Blind men” is corrected to “blind people” (John 10:21). Additional atten¬ 
tion to this problem of gender-oriented language is still in order. In Psalm 37 
where there are three occurrences of “man" in Hebrew, the GNB has 
seventeen; and in Psalm 10 where there are two, it has ten. 19 

Certain flaws of the 1966 edition have been corrected. For example, 
“God is your Father, and he already knows” (Matt. 6:8) is replaced with 
“ Your Father already knows"; “crowds" become “crowd" (John 7:12); and 
the "and” (Aar), previously neglected in Matthew 21:5, has been inserted. 
Paroikos, first rendered “only man living in” (Luke 24:18), is corrected to 

‘•Roger Bullard, “Se*-Oriented Language in TEV Proverbs/' The Bible Translator 28 (April 
1977): 243-45. 

'•May, ’'Good News for All People Everywhere,” p. 190. 
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“only visitor in. Forever and ever (Rom. 16:27) becomes “forever," and 
“God" becomes “my God" (I Cor. 1:4). "All men take part in his death” 
(II Cor. 5:14) becomes “they all share in his death.” “Instructor" for pai- 
dagogos has given way to “was in charge of us” (Gal. 3:24), and "teacher” 
(I Cor. 4:15) to “guardian." “Enoch, the sixth direct descendant” (Jude 14) 
now replaces “seventh direct descendant.” The prior statement was in 
conflict with the list given in Genesis. In the Greek text of Jude, the idiom 
is inclusive, saying that Enoch is “the seventh” from Adam. “All men” 
(II Cor. 5:14) becomes “they all.” “Punishes ... whips” (Heb. 12:6) becomes 

“corrects ... punishes." Critics can no longer speak of “the whipping God.” 

“Preached” for the activity of Philip’s daughters (Acts 21:9) is changed to 

“proclaimed.” “Given” is omitted in I Corinthians 11:24, “I am a Pharisee” 
is changed to “I was” (Phil. 3:5), and the error “forever" becomes “forever 

and ever” (Rev. 19:3). “Live with it” (Luke 11:26) gives way to “live there,” 
“that the Lord had said" (Acts 9:27) to “that the Lord had spoken,” and 
“damage” (Acts 27:10) to “great damage.” The first clause of Luke 17:17 
is made a declaration where it had been a question. 

In other notable improvements, the GNB moves from “to give them 
real meaning” (Matt. 5:17) to “to make their teachings come true.” “It is 
through faith alone, from beginning to end” (Rom. 1:17) becomes “it is 
through faith from beginning to end"; however, the inserted “only” remains 

at Romans 3:28. “On this rock I will build my church” (Matt. 16:18) 
becomes “on this rock foundation.” "But now you obey” (Rom. 6:17) be¬ 
comes “you have obeyed.” “Hideout for thieves" (Matt. 21:13) replaces 
“robbers’ den." "Glorious creatures” (Heb. 9:5) becomes “winged animals.” 
"Change your ways” (Matt. 3:2) becomes “Thm away from your sins.” 
“Speak with strange sounds” (I Cor. 14:2, 26) becomes “speaks in strange 
tongues." The italics for emphasis are dropped at Mark 9:23 and “yourself” 
is added. The modem figure—“flickering lamp”—which replaced an an¬ 
cient one (Matt. 12:20) has been dropped entirely. The impression that the 

servant suffered from nostalgia is avoided by changing “home sick in bed” 
(Matt. 8:6) “to sick in bed at home.” “Thrown down hard” (Rev. 18:21) 
becomes “violently thrown down.” 

An interesting change is encountered in Luke 1:27 where “vijgin” was 

used for parthenos in 1966 but now has become “girl.” 20 “Virgin" has 
been used in verse 34 where parthenos does not occur in Greek as an 


30 See Bratcher's defense, *The Nature and Purpose," pp. 103-4. 
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equivalent of "I know not a man.” Though the GNB prefers the rendering 
"girl" for parthenos where the doctrine of the virgin birth is not under 
consideration (Matt. 25:1, 7, 11; I Cor. 7:36, 37), the translators cannot 
justly be charged with prejudice against the word “virgin” or against the 
belief in the virgin birth in the light of their use of the term in Matthew 
1:23; I Corinthians 7:34; and II Corinthians 11:2. The first edition had "they 
were unmarried” in Revelation 14:4, but the fourth has “they are virgins." 


The English Understood by All 

The shifting from traditional theological language to language as com¬ 
mon as that used in the newspaper —in many cases with a gain in accuracy 
in communication—is everywhere evident in the GNB. Old English pro¬ 
nominal and accompanying verbal forms are everywhere shunned in favor 
of you, your, etc. As is true in Hebrew and Greek, God is addressed with 
the same pronouns used for man. Contractions are freely used, even in 
address to God (Deut. 9:26) and in angelic speech (Num. 22:33; Luke 1:13, 
30). Weights [“twenty-five pounds" (Ruth 2:17); “fifty pounds" (Ruth 3:15)], 
measures, currency, and hours are given in their modem counterparts; the 
measurements of the Thbemac le and the Temple are not exceptions. Rather 

than saying that the Mount of Olives is a “Sabbath day’s journey” from 
Jerusalem, it is said to be “half a mile away” (Acts 1:12). Tbe coin found 
in the fish’s mouth was of enough value to pay the tax for two persons 

(Matt. 17:24-27). 

A long list of examples can be compiled where simplicity is gained in 
the GNB without change of meaning by using a word, even more common 
than that used in the RSV. Should the vocabulary be compared with the 
KJV, the list would be even longer. For example, euangellion (traditionally 
“gospel") becomes “Good News"; “discomfited" (Judg. 4:15) becomes “threw 
into confusion.’’ “Usury" (Deut. 23:19) becomes “interest." “Piece of broken 
pottery" (Job 2:8) replaces “potsherd,” “waist" (IlChron. 10:10) replaces 
“loins," and “dome" replaces “firmament” (Gen. 1:6; Ezek. 1:22, 26; 10:1). 
“Adamant" is replaced by “diamond" (Ezek. 3:9) or by “rock" (Zech. 7:12). 
“Sulfur" replaces “brimstone” (Ps. 11:6; Isa. 34:9), “ditch” is used for “con¬ 
duit” (Isa. 36:2), “burning stick” (Amos 4:11; cf. Isa. 7:4) or “stick snatched 
from the fire” (Zech. 3:2) for “brand," “valley” for “glen” (Zech. 1:8), and 
“weeds” for “cockle" (Job 31:40). “Cavalry” is used for “horsemen" (Isa. 
36:9), “succeeded him” for “reigned in his stead" (Isa. 37:38), “deer" (Ps. 
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18:33) for “hind, "basket (Zech. 5:6) for “ephod,” “the shield for the 

battering ram” (Nah. 2:5) for the “mantelet,” and “live for a while” (Ruth 

1:2) for “sojourn.” Other examples of improvement are “crying” (II Sam. 

13:36; I Sam. 11:5) for “He began weeping,” “fortuneteller" (I Sam. 28:3) 

for “soothsayer, 
for “pursue, 

3:1; I Kings 1:9; Ezek. 8:10; Amos 5:19), “Let us be allies" for “let there 
be a league" (I Kings 15:19), and "jar” for “cruse" (I Kings 17:12, 16). 
“Making fun of” (I Kings 18:27 is used instead of “mocked,” “hit” instead 

of “smite” (I Kings 20:35), “slapped” him (I Kings 22:24) instead of "struck 

him,” “dedicate" instead of “sanctify" (Lev. 27:14), and “bedroom" instead 
of “bedchamber” (Exod. 8:3). The queen of Sheba was said to be “left 
... breathless and amazed" rather than that “there was no more spirit in 

her" (I Kings 10:5). 

The effort to express family relationships in modem terms results in 
simplicity; hence, ’ab may be “father,” “grandfather” (Gen. 32:9), or "great¬ 
grandfather” (I Kings 15:3); and ’em at times may be “grandmother" (I Kings 
15:13). “Ancestors” (Deut. 11:21) is preferred to “fathers” for 'aboth when 
carrying the meaning “predecessors.” Terms like "daughters-in-law” (Ezek. 
22:11), “half-sisters" (Ezek. 22:11; cf. Lev. 18:9ff.), "aunt” (II Kings 11:2), 
and “nephews” (II Chron. 22:8) are used for Hebrew circumlocutions. 

New designations are found for many items. The “Golden Calf” becomes 
a “gold bull" (Exod. 32:4). Moses is put on the river in a "basket” (Exod. 

2:3) which was waterproofed with “tar" (Exod. 2:3; cf. Gen. 6:14). Jacob 
was cooking “bean soup” (Gen. 25:29) rather than “pottage." "Unleavened 

bread” becomes “bread made without yeast” (Josh. 5:11); however, the 
term “Festival of Unleavened Bread” is retained (Exod. 34:18). What has 
been called “leprosy" is "a dreaded skin disease" (Lev. 13:Iff.; Num. 12:10; 
Deut. 24:8; II Kings 5:1; cf. Luke 17:12), but is “mildew” when in houses 
(Lev. 14:35) and in clothing (Lev. 13:47ff.). “Provender" becomes “fodder” 
(Gen. 24:25, 32). He who was “the preacher” becomes “the Philosopher" 
(Eccles. 1:1). “Hideout for thieves" (Luke 19:46) replaces “den of thieves.” 
The “abomination of desolation" (Dan. 9:27; 11:31; 12:11; Matt. 24:15; 

Mark 13:14) becomes “The Awful Horror”; and the “man of lawlessness” 

(II Thess. 2:3) is “the Wicked One." 

In keeping with the frankness of current speech regarding sex, men “had 
intercourse with" (Gen. 4:1; Deut. 22:22-24), “sleep with" (Gen. 16:2), “made 
love to” (II Sam. 11:4), or “have sex with" (Gen. 19:5) women. The women 


loot (I Sam. 30:26) for booty, chasing (II Sam. 2:26) 
boy” for “lad" (II Sam. 17:18), “snake" for “serpent" (Gen. 
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(even Mary) become “pregnant” (Gen. 4:1; Isa. 7:14; Matt. 1:23; Luke 1:24), 

going to have a baby” (Matt. 1:18), or are "soon to give birth” (Rev. 
12:2). They “went into labor” (I Sam 4:19). What has traditionally been 

“seed” is “semen 

trated” (Deut. 23:1; Isa. 56:3; Gal. 5:12), "penis” (Lev. 15:1; Deut. 23:1), 
“wet dream" (Deut. 23:10), and "genitals” (Deut. 25:11) are used. “Tokens 

of virginity” becomes “blood-stained wedding sheet” (Deut. 22:15). 

The effort to communicate with the reader is further seen when some 

place names, traditionally transliterated, are translated; for example, “Graves 
of Craving” (Num. 11:34), “TVouble Valley” (Josh. 7:24, 26; Hos. 2:15), 

“Oak of Weeping" (Gen. 35:8), “tower of Eder” (Gen. 35:21), “Harosheth- 
of -the-Gentiles" (Judg. 4:13), “Baal-of-the-Covenant” (Judg. 9:4,46), “Camp 
of Dan” (Judg. 18:12), “Field of Swords" (II Sam 2:16), "Acacia" (Josh. 2:1; 
Mic. 6:5); “Acacia Valley” (Joel 3:18), "Valley of Gog’s Army” (Ezek. 39:11, 
15), and “Shepherds’ Camp” (II Kings 10:12). In a few cases the opposite 
is true; what was traditionally translated is transliterated to create terms 
like "Sela” (IlChron. 25:12) and “Miphkad Gate” (Neh. 3:31). 

Other words that traditionally have been transliterated or anglicized 

from Hebrew and Greek are translated. For example, “Shed” is “the world 
of the dead” (Joh 26:6; Ezek. 32:30); “Abaddon" is “the place of destruc¬ 
tion" (Ps. 88:11); “flaming creatures" (Isa. 6:2) replaces “seraphim"; “living 

creatures" replaces “cherubim" when supernatural beings are spoken of 
(Gen. 3:24; Ezek. 1; cf. Rev. 4), but “winged creatures” (Exod. 25:18; Num. 


are 


(Gen. 38:9); and words like rape (Deut. 22:25), 


7:89; cf. “animals" Heb. 9:5) is used in graphic representation. The “cherub" 

is “terrifying angel" (Ezek. 28:14). “Teraphim” are "household gods/idols" 
(Gen. 31:19, 34; I Sam. 19:13), “ephod" is “sacred linen apron” (I Sam. 
2:18), the “magi" become “men who studied the stars" (Matt. 2:1). “Raca” 
becomes “You good-for-nothing” (Matt. 5:22). “Rabbi” at times becomes 
“teacher” (Matt. 23:7, 8; John 1:49), “Hosanna" (Matt. 21:9) becomes “Praise 
to David’s Son,” and 


mammon (Matt. 6:24) becomes “money" or “wealth” 
(Luke 16:11). “Dispersion" becomes “people scattered over the whole world" 

(James 1:1). The wife-names in Isaiah are translated as “Forsaken," “The 
Deserted Wife,” “God Is Pleased with Her,” and “Happily Married” (Isa. 
62:4). However, inconsistency with the policy occurs when Isaiah’s second 
son is “Quick-Loot-Fast-Plunder" (Isa. 8:1, 3) but the name of the first is 
retained in transliteration, “Shear Jashub” (Isa. 7:3), when it could be “A 
Few Will Return." 
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Some personal names which traditionally have been transliterated are 

translated. “Ahasuerus” becomes “Xerxes” (Esther 1:1) and “Osnapper" is 
“Ashurbanipal” (Ezra 4:10). “Jesus called Justus” becomes “Joshua, also 

called Justus" (Col. 4:11) in order to retain the name “Jesus” solely for the 

Savior. 21 The quasi-proper name “Antichrist” (I John 2:18, 22; 4:3; II John 
7) becomes “Energy of Christ," though the gain is doubtful. 

Personal names that occur in more than one form are all reduced to 
their most familiar spelling. For example, “Jechoniah” (Jer. 24:1; 27:20) 
and “Coniah” (Jer. 22:24, 28; 37:1) become “Jehoiachin,” “Joash” becomes 

“Jehoash” (Amos 1:1), and “Cephus" becomes “Peter" (I Cor. 1:12; 9:5; 
15:5; Gal. 2:9). 

Geographical names occurring in multiple forms are also given one 

familiar form. Hence, “Horeb” becomes “Sinai” (Exod. 3:1; 17:6; Ps. 106:19; 
etc); “Senir” becomes “Mount Hermon” (Ps. 29:6; Ezek. 27:5); “Ephrathah” 
becomes “Bethlehem” (Ps. 132:6); “the sea" (Isa. 9:1), “the great sea" 
(Ezek. 47:10, 15), and the “Western Sea” (Josh. 1:4; Joel 2:20) become 
“the Mediterranean”; the "salt sea" (Gen. 14:3; Num. 34:12) or the “eastern 
sea" (Ezek. 47:18; Joel 2:20) becomes “the Dead Sea”; and “the Arabah” 
(Deut. 11:30; Ezek. 47:8) becomes “the Jordan Valley”; however, “Brook 
of the Arabah" (Amos 6:14) remains. 

In a few instances the language of the GNB is racy; for example, “You 

bastard” (I Sam 20:30), “that damned woman" (II Kings 9:34), “May you 
and your money go to hell” (Acts 8:20), 22 and “For God's sake, I beg you, 
don’t punish me” (Mark 5:7). 


Vocabulary Innovations 

The reader familiar with the traditional translations will find in the 
GNB both the traditional and the innovative in vocabulary. Words like 
“Sabbath” (Matt. 12:1), “Passover” (Mark 14:12), “Unleavened Bread" (Mark 
14:12), “Pentecost" (Acts 2:1), “Pharisees” (Matt. 23:Iff.), “Sadducees” 
(Matt. 3:7), “elders” (Acts 6:12), “prophet" (Matt. 1:22), “apostle" (Matt. 
10:2), and “parable" (Matt. 13:3) are used with definitions supplied in the 
Word List. “Rabbi” (John 1:38; 3:2) is sometimes used, but at other times 
(Matt. 23:7; John 1:49; 3:26; 6:25) it is translated “teacher.” “Hades” (Luke 


£1 Bratcher, "The T.E.V. New Testament and the Greek Tfext," p. 168* 
22 A defense is offered by Nida t Good News for Everyone, p. 68. 
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16:23) is at times retained, but “world of the dead (Acts 2:27) may be 
used 


There are many innovations. Though the divine name is retained as 

“Lord" (as in KJV; RSV; NEB; and NAB), the term previously rendered 

"Lord Jehovah” is “Sovereign LORD" (Gen. 15:2, 8; Amos 3:7, 13; 4:2, 4; 

etc). That which was “Lord of hosts” becomes “LORD Almighty” (I Sam. 

4:4) or the "triumphant LORD” (Ps. 24:10), but is retained as “LORD of 

Armies” (Isa. 13:4) where armies are mentioned in the context. One also 

encounters “the Sovereign LORD Almighty” where terms are combined 
(Isa. 10:23, 24; Amos 6:8, 9:5). 

There are some innovations in religious terminology. Noah’s ark is a 
“boat” (Gen. 6:14), but the ark of the covenant becomes the “Covenant 
Box” (Exod. 25:10; 37:Iff.; Josh. 4:5; I Sam. 3:3; 4:4). What has been “the 
mercy seat” becomes either the “lid” (Exod. 25:17) or “the place where 
sins were forgiven” (I Chron. 28:11; Heb. 9:5). The tabernacle becomes “the 
tent” (Deut. 31:14) or “the sacred Tent” (Exod. 25:8; 26:1; 36:1), and the 
“tent of meeting" is “the Tent” (Deut. 31:14) or “the tent of the LORD’S 
presence” (Ex<xl. 30:16; Josh. 18:1; I Sam. 2:22). Instead of “cereal offering” 

there is “offering of grain” (Lev. 2:1), instead of “peace offering” there is 
“fellowship offering" (Lev. 3:1), and instead of “guilt offering” there is 
“repayment offering” (Lev. 5:15). “Harvest Festival” (Deut. 16:10; Exod. 
34:22) is used instead of “Feast of Weeks," "Festival of Shelters" (Deut 

16:13; Lev. 23:33ff.) instead of “Feast of Tabernacles,” and “religious fes¬ 
tivals” instead of “solemn assemblies” (Amos 5:21). The “Year of Resto¬ 
ration" (Lev. 25:15) was previously called “the Jubilee.” 

“Comers of the altar” (I Kings 1:51) is used for “horns of the altar”; the 
term “high place” \bamah) is at times retained (Ezek. 20:29); at other 
times it becomes “place of worship” (I Sam. 9:19, 25), “holy place" (I Sam. 
11:15), “pagan places" (II Kings 12:3; 16:4), “pagan hill shrines” (Isa. 65:7), 
or “hilltop shrines” (Hos. 10:8). What was “the host of heaven" becomes 
“the stars” (Deut. 17:3); “leaders" and "leading 

of “judges” and “judging"; however, in the New Testament these figures 
are called “judges” (Acts 13:20). The “Pit” is “the grave” (Ps. 103:4) or 
‘the world of the dead" (Job 17:16). “Woe" becomes “Doomed is" (Jer. 
22:14). “Council" (as KJV; Acts 4:15; etc.) is used instead of “sanhedrin." 
Instead of “propitiation" (Rom. 3:25; I John 2:2; 4:10), “the means by which 
... sins are forgiven" is used; and for “justify," "declares ... innocent" 
(Rom. 4:5) or “declares ... not guilty" (Rom. 8:33) is used. Rather than 


are at times used instead 
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redemption, the GNB uses “set free (Eph. 1:7; Heb. 9:15} or “bought" 
(Rev. 5:9); and rather than “reconcile," “making friends” is used (II Cor. 
5:18-20). Rather than “anointed," “the king he chose" (cf. Pss. 2:2; 84:9) 
or “the one who will rule” (Isa. 44:28) is preferred. 

“Red Sea" (Exod. 14:1; Josh. 2:10) is usually retained for yam suph, 
though Sea of Reeds (Neh. 9:9) can be found for the body of water the 
Israelites crossed. An effort is made to distinguish segments of the sea. 
“The tongue of the sea of Egypt” becomes “the Gulf of Suez" (Exod. 
10:19; Isa. 11:15), and the sea which the Israelites visited after their stay 

at Kadesh is the “Gulf of Aqaba” (Num. 14:25; Judg. 11:16; Jer. 49:21). In 
certain cases a geographical name obtained by transliteration is translated. 
Thus, rather than “Lebo Hamath,” which has become popular in technical 

circles for the north border of Palestine, “the Hamath Pass” (Judg. 3:3; 
Amos 6:14) is used. “Foothills” (Josh. 9:1) is preferred over “Shephelah.” 
“The Ten Towns” (Matt. 4:25; Mark 5:20; 7:31) is used rather than “the 
Decapolis.” 

Current or known geographical names are supplied for ancient ones. 
“Cush" (KJV; ASV; RSV: “Ethiopia”) becomes "Sudan” (Amos 9:7; Nah. 
3:9; Zeph. 2:12), and “Cushite" is “Sudanese" (II Sam. 18:21; IlChron. 
14:9). “Caphtor” is “Crete” (Amos 9:7); “Sheba” is “Arabia" and “Seba" is 
“Ethiopia" (Ps. 72:10); “Syene” is “Aswan” (Isa. 49:12; Ezek. 29:10; 30:6); 
and “Thrshish” is “Spain” (Gen. 10:4; Jonah 1:3; 4:2; Jer. 10:9; Ezek. 27:12). 

“Dodanim” is “Rhodes” (Gen. 10:4), “Gebal” is “Byblos” (Ezek. 27:9), 
“Lud” is "Lydia," and “Put" is “Libya" (Ezek. 27:10). "Thdmor" is the “city 
of Palmyra" (II Chron. 8:4), and “Aram” is “Syria" (II Kings 6:8ff.); but the 
language there spoken is “Aramaic” (II Kings 18:26; Isa. 36:11). “Greece” 
is used for “Yavan” (Isa. 66:19). 

Geographical references are made clear by using more definite terms. 
Thus “sea to sea” (Amos 8:12) becomes “Dead Sea to the Mediterranean." 
“By the sea" becomes “along the Mediterranean Sea” (Josh. 5:1). “The Sea 
Coast” is “the Philistine Plain” (Ezek. 25:16), and “Aram Naharim ” (KJV: 
“Mesopotamia; Gen. 24:10) becomes “northern Mesopotamia." "Beyond 
the River” is “Mesopotamia” (Josh. 24:15), and “West-of-Euphrates Prov¬ 
ince” (Ezra 4:10) stands for "Beyond the River.” 

Climatic allusions are also clarified. The "former rain 
"autumn rain,” and the "latter rain” is the “spring rain” (Hos. 6:3). 

“The king” or “the king of Egypt" replaces the term “Pharaoh" (Gen. 
12:15; 41:1; Exod. 2:15; etc.). The rulers of Assyria (cf. II Kings 17:24) and 


(Joel 2:23) is the 
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of Persia (cf. Ezra 4:3) are “emperors," but in other cases melek has the 

traditional rendering of “king" (cf. II Kings 17:2, 4). “Scribe” ( sopher ) is 
“scholar of the Law” (Neh. 8:1). 

The Greek use of the passive for divine action is recognized; 23 hence, 
the beatitude is actively rendered “God will comfort them" (Matt. 5:4). 
The expectation of the Moses-like Prophet is recognized and indicated by 

the capitalization of “Prophet” (John 1:21, 25; 6:14; 7:40). The GNB at¬ 
tempts to avoid phrases that could be misunderstood. “He cried out” could 
be taken to mean “he wept” by a new reader; hence in some cases ‘‘screamed” 
(Matt. 8:29; 14:26) or “shouted" (Matt. 20:30; Mark 15:13) is used. 


Style 


The preparers of the GNB, placing communication with the reader 

above the pursuit of English literary style, have avoided rhetorical elabo 

ration. Those who love the rhythms of the KJV will find the GNB deficient 
in literary merits. No effort has been made to reproduce stylistic differences 
between the various biblical writers, which results in a flatness of style. 

H H ■ i ■ i aa«aaaaaaa I" • 1 ■ ■ ■ ^ 1 " 

One can only feel that the poetic style of the Bible is impoverished when 
rendered. “There are four things that are too mysterious for me to under¬ 
stand” (Prov. 30:18) and “Love is as powerful as death; passion is as strong 
as death itself" (Song of Sol. 8:6). “The lines have fallen to me in pleasant 
places/Yea, I have a goodly heritage” has a beauty not found in “How 

wonderful are your gifts to me/how good they are" (Ps. 16:6). A 
statement such as “I am an old man now; I have lived a long time, but I 
have never seen a good man abandoned by the Lord or his children begging 
for food” (Ps. 37:25), though understandable enough, is pedestrian. One 
reviewer classifies the style of the Psalms as “deliberately prosaic. 

On a more positive note, the GNB has made a diligent effort to convert 
semitisms into natural English phrases. Gone are the “and it came to pass” 
introductions to sentences, the “beholds," and the “sons of” and “daughters 
of" in expressions giving qualities. “Israelite," “Moabite,” and the like 
replace “sons of Israel/Moab"; and “sons of prophets" are "prophets” 
(II Kings 2:7). “Sons of the resurrection” (Luke 20:36) becomes “they have 

“Friedrich Wilhelm Blass and Albert Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament 

and Other Early Christian Literature, tians, and rev. Robert W. Funk (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1961) P Par. 130 (1). 

^Jackson, review of Psalms for Modem Man t p. 95. 
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risen from death." “Daughter of Zion” becomes “city of Jerusalem” or “city 
of Zion" (II Kings 19:21; Matt. 21:5), and “daughter of Egypt” becomes 
“people of Egypt" (Jer. 46:11). “Daughter of a strange god" becomes 
who worship foreign gods" (Mai. 2:11). “A son of gods” is “a god” (Dan. 
3:25), and “a son of peace" is “a peace-loving man" (Luke 10:6). “Sons of 
the bridechamber" (Mark 2:19) are “guests at a wedding party.” This quest 
for English idiom is carried through even genitive forms like “Hill of 
Moreh” and “Rock of Rimmon" which become “Moreh Hill” (Judg. 7:1) 
and “Rimmon Rock" (Judg. 20:45). “Old and advanced in years” (Josh. 
13:1) becomes “very old." “Old and full of days" (Job 42:17) becomes “at 

a very great age.” Joshua is admonished to “be determined and confident" 

(Josh. 1:6, 9) instead of to “be strong and of a good courage." 

In addition to striving for an English idiom, the GNB has divided long 
sentences into shorter ones. Ephesians 1:3-14, which is one sentence in 
Greek, has become fifteen; Colossians 1:9-17 is eleven; Romans 1:1-7 is 
six; I Peter 1:3-5 is five; Hebrews 2:2-4 is four; and Acts 8:14-16 and 
Galatians 1:15-17 are three each. Noun antecedents are supplied for pro¬ 
nouns where the context in English would be unclear without them; for 
example, “the enemy” (Jer. 4:13), “Judah” (Jer. 4:18), and “Jesus" (Luke 
6 : 1 ). 


women 


By avoiding slang and jargon, the GNB escapes the accusatioh of being 
crassly colloquial. It has, nevertheless, made frequent use of colloquial isms 
throughout: “Make way" (Gen. 41:43), “Let’s get out of here” (Exod. 14:25), 
“until it comes out of your ears” (Num. 11:20), “Where is all your big talk 

now?” (Judg. 9:38), “she nagged him” (Judg. 14:17), “He got so sick and 
tired" (Judg. 16:16), “You smart aleck, you” (I Sam. 17:28), “good-for- 

nothing” (I Sam. 25:25), “lift a finger” (II Sam. 18:12), “How could I ever 
hold up my head in public again?” (II Sam. 13:13). “Who asked your opin¬ 
ion?” (II Sam. 19:22), “ranting and raving" (I Kings 18:29), "a real soldier 
does his bragging after a battle, not before it" (I Kings 20:11), "smashed 
... to bits” (II Kings 23:12), “lost face” (Neh. 6:16), “attacks me head-on" 
(Job 30:12), “What do you have to show for it?” (Eccl. 1:3), “I had all the 

could want” (Eccl. 2:8), “a fool talks on and on” (Eccl. 
10:14), “too stupid to find his way home” (Eccl. 10:15), “minding their 
own business" (Prov. 9:15), “The Harmless Dragon” (Isa. 30:7), “That was 

awful thing to do” (Jonah 1:10), and “owed him millions of dollars” 

(Matt. 18:24). 


women a man 


an 
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Though the colloquialisms of the above list are only a minor element 

in the GNB, they do somewhat set the flavor of its style. The reader finds 
this Bible speaking as he speaks. 

There are a few places in which a current English idiom could have 

been used. An American might say “Be brave!" but he would not say 
“Courage” (Mark 6:50); he might say “ten thousands” (I Sam. 18:7; 21:11; 
29:5), but not “tens of thousands" unless he were imitating the traditional 

biblical language. He would likely say “proud, evil men” rather than “they 

are proud and evil men” (Job 35:12). 


Dynamic Equivalence 

Eugene Nida 25 distinguishes between Formal Equivalence transla¬ 
tion, in which the grammatical structure of the original is reproduced as 
much as possihle in the receiving language; paraphrase, in which the 
ideas of the original are restated in different language; and Dynamic 
Equivalence, which attempts to make the same impression on the current 
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reader that the original did on its readers. The basic question of a Dynamic 
Equivalence translation is “Hpw would an English-speaking per son nor- 

mally say that?” The passage should read so that the reader gets the same 

impression from it that he would have received had it been written in 

English originally. Like all translations, the Dynamic Equivalence trans- 

| • • a • • H a f baa m a 

lation seeks to be faithful to the text, but seeks that faithfulness at the 
semantic level—that is, at what the reader understands — rather than at 

"T *pi/ ™ 

the level of reproducing words, phrases, and grammatical forms. Where 

both form and content cannot be preserved in the translation, form is 

a a a aaaa 

sacrificed in the interest of meaning. 
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In application of the Dynamic-Equivalence principle, the GNB prefers 

coordination of clauses to subordination. Some rhetorical questions are 

converted into declarative statements; for example, “Are the trees your 

enemy?" (Deut. 20:19) becomes “the trees are not your enemies." “Do not 

even the tax collectors do that?" (Matt. 5:46) becomes “Even the tax 

collectors do that!” “For what can a man give in return for his life?" (Mark 

8:37) is rendered “There is nothing he can give to regain his life." “For to 

what angel did God ever say?" (Heb. 1:5) becomes “For God never said to 
any of his angels." 


26 


2 “Eugene Nida, The Theory and Practice of Translation (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1969). p. 175. 
“Bratcher, “Good News for Modem Man," p. 164. 
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Other rhetorical devices are changed into plain English. The conditional 
clause “If you being evil" (Luke 11:13) becomes “bad as you are.” The 
double negative “a prophet is not without honor” (Mark 6:4) becomes "A 
prophet is respected everywhere except.” The litotes “not a few” becomes 
"as many ... as you can” (IIKings 4:3); “no mean city” (Acts 21:39) 
becomes “an important city.” “I am not ashamed of the Gospel” (Rom. 
1:16) becomes “I have complete confidence in the Gospel. 

ashamed” becomes “I am still full of confidence” (II Tim. 1:12). The chias¬ 
mus “Do not give dogs what is holy; and do not throw pearls before swine, 
lest they trample them under foot and turn to attack you” becomes “Do 

not give what is holy to dogs—they will only turn and attack you. Do not 
throw your pearls in front of pigs —they will only trample them underfoot” 

(Matt. 7:6). 

Metaphors may be changed to similes, resulting in, for example, “women 
of Samaria, who grow felt like the well-fed cows of Bashan” (Amos 4:1). 
Metaphors are also often changed to nonmetaphors. “A land of milk and 
honey” becomes “a rich and fertile land” (Exod. 33:3; Num. 13:27), but 
"streams that flow with milk and honey” (Job 20:17) is retained. “Thber- 
nacle of David” (Amos 9:11) becomes “kingdom of David.” The epithet 
“a dog’s head” (II Sam. 3:8) is omitted entirely, “a dog” becomes "a nobody” 
(II Kings 8:13), “horsemen of Israel and its chariots” becomes "mighty 
defender of Israel” (II Kings 2:12; 13:14), “He poured water on the hands 

of Elijah” (II Kings 3:11) becomes “He was Elijah’s assistant,” “windows 
of heaven” becomes “if the LORD himself were to send grain at once” 

(II Kings 7:2, 19), “ears will tingle” becomes “will be stunned" (II Kings 
21:12), and “dust and ashes" becomes “no better than dirt" (Job 30:19). 
“A bag with holes" becomes “the working man cannot earn enough to live 
on” (Hag. 1:6). A double figure like "cleanness of teeth ... lack of bread” 
(Amos 4:6) becomes simply “famine.” “Apple of the eye” becomes "what 
is most precious to me” (Zech. 2:8; cf. Deut. 32:10; Ps. 17:8; Prov. 7:2; 
Lam. 2:18). "Bring down my gray hairs with sorrow to Sheol” (Gen. 42:38) 
becomes "would kill me.” In Matthew 12:20 the double figure is dropped 
entirely in favor of “He will be gentle to those who are weak and kind to 

those who are helpless.” “Their feet are swift to shed blood” (Rom. 3:15) 
becomes “They are quick to hurt and kill.” “He does not bear the sword 
in vain” (Rom. 13:4) becomes “his power to punish is Teal.” "A wide door” 
(I Cor. 16:9) becomes “a real opportunity.” AdelphSn gunaika (I Cor. 9:5; 
KJV: “a sister, a wife”) becomes “a Christian wife.” “Threshing with in- 
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struments of iron” (Amos 1:3) becomes "treated ... with savage cruelty. 
“Risked their necks" (Rom. 16:4) becomes “risked their lives." 

Customs or expressions not likely to be common in English culture are 
expressed in paraphrased terms. “Anointed my head with oil” (Ps. 23:5) 

becomes “welcomed me as an honored guest.” “I will throw my sandal on 
Edom” (Ps. 60:8) becomes “ ... on Edom, as a sign that I own it.” “Let 

not your left hand know what your right hand does” (Matt. 6:3) becomes 
“that your closest friend will not know." “Fell on his neck” becomes “threw 
his arms around" (Gen. 33:4; Luke 15:20) or "hugged" (Acts 20:37). “When 
there were yet three months to the harvest” (Amos 4:7) becomes “when 
your crops needed it most.” 

The GNB is less meticulous than the Formal Equivalence translations 
about technical distinctions. For example, ignoring the distinction between 
a well and a cistern, bor is at times rendered “well” (Gen. 37:22; II Kings 
18:31; Isa. 36:16; Jer. 38:6; 41:7) and at others “cistern” (Jer. 2:13). “The 
brook of Egypt" becomes merely “the Egyptian Border” (II Chron. 7:8; Isa. 
27:12; Ezek. 47:19). How Joshua (Josh. 11:9) and David (I Chron. 18:4) 
“crippled the horses” is left unexpressed. “All the streams of Egypt” (II Kings 
19:24) becomes “the Nile River.” The “hornet” of the conquest (Exod. 
23:28; Deut. 7:20; Josh. 24:12) becomes “I will throw ... into panic." 
“These uncircumcised" becomes “godless Philistines” (I Sam. 31:4) or 
“pagans" (II Sam. 1:20). “Go down to the pit" is “about to die" (Ps. 88:4). 
“The Lord’s anointed” is “the LORD’S chosen king” (II Sam. 1:14); “five 
hundred yoke of oxen” becomes “one thousand head of cattle” (Joh 1:3) 
despite the fact that “two oxen" (I Sam. 11:7) or “a team of oxen” (I Kings 
19:19, 21) are used in plowing contexts. “The barley was ripe” (Exod. 9:31) 
replaces “the barley was headed"; actually the one stage can follow the 
other. “Purge me with hyssop" (Ps. 51:7) becomes merely “Remove my 

sin." Rather than attempting the four terms for "locust,” the GNB has 
“swarm after swarm of locust” (Joel 1:4). ‘"Dread olives” (Mic. 6:15) and 
“tread grapes" (Job 24:11) becomes “press” olives and grapes. "The na¬ 
tional temple” for Bethel (Amos 7:13) raises the question whether or not 

there was actually a temple there. "Something to write with” (Ezek. 9:2) 
is less inclusive than “writing kit.” What was “gopher wood” becomes 
“good timber" (Gen. 6:14). That which was “the adder” becomes “a poi¬ 
sonous snake” (Isa. 11:8; cf. Rom. 3:13). “Spirit of divination" (Acts 16:16) 
becomes "evil spirit." Kephalen gonias (traditionally “head of the comer”; 

cf. Isa. 28:16) becomes “the most important of all" (Ps. 118:22; Mark 12:10; 
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Acts 4:11; I Peter 2:7). Fuller s soap (Mai 3:2) is “strong soap, 

with your feet” (Deut. 11:10) is “work hard to irrigate," and “washed the 
saints’ feet" (I Tim. 5:10) becomes "performed humble duties for fellow 
Christians." 

In a few cases the GNB is more specific than the original was; for 
example, where Amos speaks of “musical instruments" (Amos 6:5), the 
GNB uses “harps." 

The KJV identified the emotions with "the reins” (the kidneys); later 
translations used “heart” (ASV; RSV; NIV). The GNB uses "conscience.” 
Hence, “my reins instruct me in the night” becomes “in the night my 
conscience warns me” (Ps. 16:7). “Abraham’s bosom" becomes “beside 
Abraham at the feast in heaven" (Luke 16:22). 

However, of questionable validity are the several cases where a colorful 
Semitic idiom is replaced by an English one. “Stubborn as mules” (Hos. 
4:16), substituted for “a stubborn heifer,” seems no gain, since plowing 
with a cow is spoken of later in the same book in which the figure occurs 

(“Israel was once like a well-trained cow”; cf. Hos. 10:11; Judg. 14:18; 
Deut. 22:10; I Sam. 14:14). Other cases are: “It takes a man to do a man's 

job" (Judg. 8:21), “You are breaking my heart" for “You have brought me 
very low" (Judg. 11:35), “You'll feel better" for “strengthen your heart” 
(Judg. 19:5), “please marry me” for "spread your skirt over your handmaid” 
(Ruth 3:9), “Evil is done only by evil men" for “out of the wicked comes 
forth wickedness” (I Sam. 24:13), “stop chasing me" for “turn aside to your 
right hand as to your left" (II Sam. 2:21), and "rubbing salt in a wound” 

for “vinegar on a wound” (Prov. 25:20). 

Whereas the formal equivalence translations deal with that which is 
explicit in the original text, the Dynamic Equivalence translation makes 
use of implicit information—that which was known to the ancient reader 
but which likely is not known to the modem reader. What has previously 
been left to the commentary is introduced into the text and is sometimes 
elaborated in the notes (e.g., Job 18:15). It may be specified that a name 
is that of a town, place, country, or river. For example, “Zoan” and “Hanes” 
are “Egyptian cities” (Isa. 30:4). There is “ ‘the province of Asia” (Acts 
16:6) and “ ‘the province of’ Bithynia” (Acts 16:7). “My holy Mount” be¬ 
comes " ‘Zion,’ my sacred hill” (Isa. 65:25). Still other additions include: 
“you women of Samaria” (Amos 4:1), “its capital city” (Isa. 7:8, 9), “as a 
signal" (Isa. 7:18), “‘ruling’ prince” (Ezek. 45:7), “ ‘guardian’ angel” (Dan. 
10:21), “ ‘to take offerings of' raisins ‘to idols' ’’ (Hos. 3:1), " ‘the holy 
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place at' Shechem" (Hos. 6:9), “like pagans (Hos. 7:14), a thousand sol¬ 
diers’ " (Amos 5:3), 

(Amos 5:21), “ ‘Temple’ columns” (Amos 9:1), 

13; Ezra 3:7; Mic. 6:7; Ezek. 16:9), “ ritually’ clean” (Gen. 7:2; Deut. 12:15), 
ritually’ unclean” (II Chron. 29:16), “took a small jar of olive oil” (II Kings 
4:5), “to the god of Moab” (II Kings 3:27), "Law ‘of Moses’ ” (Rom. 2:12), 

Roman’ Emperor" (Acts 25:8), and 


burning’ bush” (Deut. 33:16), ‘religious festivals 

olive’ oil” (I Sam. 16:1, 
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true’ circumcision (Phil. 3:3), 


44 4 


church’ elders" (Acts 21:18). 

Qualifying words are supplied to avoid misunderstanding: “King of Bab¬ 
ylon" (Isa. 14:12), “where the gods assemble” (Isa. 14:13), "in the proverb" 
(Isa. 28:20), “their brothers, 'the Israelites’ ” (Amos 1:11), “kissing my hand 

(Job 31:27), and “weak ‘in the faith’ ’’ (I Cor. 8:9). 


L4 4 


1 It 


in reverence 

Other phrases have the appearance of commentary even more than those 
already cited. “One of my own kind” (Gen. 2:23) explains “this is bone of 
my bones.” God’s hand is stretched out “to punish" (Isa. 9:12, 17). Jonah 
sets out “in the opposite direction” (Jonah 1:3). Other cases are: “But he 
was not buried in the royal tombs" (II Chron. 26:23), "that is, they had not 
washed them in the way the Pharisees said people should” (Mark 7:2), 
“food ‘that is ritually unclean because it has been’ offered to idols" (Acts 
15:20, and “the ceremony of circumcision ‘as a sign of the covenant 
(Acts 7:8). "Worshipped Baal and Asherah” becomes “worshipped the idols 
of Baal and Asherah” (Judg. 3:7); “Asherah” becomes the “symbols of the 
goddess Asherah” (Deut. 7:5; Judg. 6:25). The coin in the fish’s mouth was 


T It 


worth enough for my temple tax and yours (Matt. 17:27). By the finger 
of God” becomes “By means of God’s power” (Luke 11:20). “Do not weep 
for King Josiah ... weep ... for Joahaz, his son” (Jer. 22:10) substitutes 
the names for cryptic allusions. “Maiden” becomes “slave girl" (Amos 2:7); 
“wine mixed with a drug called myrrh” (Mark 15:23) comes from a Greek 
phrase not alluding to myrrh as a drug. “God’s gift, the Holy Spirit" (Acts 
2:38) supplies “God" to the text. “You are Peter” (Matt. 16:18) becomes 
“Peter: you are a rock." “Tithe” becomes “sacred tithe” (Deut. 26:13), and 

“Appear before the Lord” becomes “go to the one place of worship” (Deut. 
19:17). Sulfur is sprinkled “to disinfect" (Job 18:15). To the phrase “I will 
throw my sandals on Edom” is added “as a sign that I own it" (Ps. 60:8). 

The incompleted oath may be paraphrased “May the LORD’S worst pun¬ 
ishment come upon me ... ” (Ruth 1:17); but is most frequently completed 
as “May the LORD strike me dead if..." (ISam. 14:44; 20:13; 25:22; 

II Sam. 3:10, 35; I Kings 2:23). 
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When one statement suffices for the meaning in English, words 

phrases repeated in Hebrew are compressed in the GNB. For example, the 
repetition of “firstborn" is dropped in Exodus 11:4-6. “King” is not re¬ 
peated with each town in Joshua 10:23, and “says the Lord" is not repeated 
(Amos 4:5ff.) since it is declared at the beginning of the section that the 
Lord is speaking. A literal rendering of Genesis 1:12 is redundant; hence 
it is reduced to “the earth produced all kinds of plants.” Parallel statements 
are telescoped if the reader might otherwise conclude that two statements 
are being made. The phrase “hates and lies in wait” describing the mur¬ 
derer (Deut. 19:11) becomes "deliberately ... in cold blood.” Information 

judged superfluous is dropped; for example, “on her mound” (Jer. 30:18). 
The harshness of rendering gunai as “woman” (John 2:4) is avoided by 
leaving the term unrendered. 

Because it searches for contextual consistency rather than literalness, 
a variety in rendering of terms is to be expected in an equivalence trans¬ 
lation. 27 In the GNB there is a variety that works to the reader’s disad¬ 
vantage. He finds “tree that gives life” (Gen. 2:9), “tree of life” (Gen. 3:22, 
24), and “tree that gives knowledge of what is good and what is bad” (Gen. 

2:9, 17), all for the same sort of genitival construction. 

Bene ’adam, traditionally “son of man,” becomes “mortal man” (Ezek. 
7:1), “like a human being” (Dan. 7:13; Rev. 1:13), and “mere man” (Ps. 8:4; 
Heb. 2:6); but then "Son of Man” is retained in Gospel sayings (Matt. 
16:13; etc.; cf. Acts 7:56). Almah is “young woman” (Gen. 24:43; Isa. 
7:14; and Song of Sol. 6:8), “girl” (Exod. 2:8; Ps. 68:25), and “woman” 
(Prov. 30:19; Song of Sol. 1:3). In an extensive note the translators explain 
why Matthew used parthenos as the translation in quoting Isaiah 7:14. 
Parthenos is rendered "virgin” (Matt. 1:23; II Cor. 11:2), “unmarried" (Acts 
21:9), or “girl” (Matt. 25:1,7,11); and the phrase “from her virginity" (Luke 

2:36) is unrendered. 

‘Ebe d is alternately “slave” (Gen. 12:5; 15:4; 32:5) or "servant" (Gen. 
24:2; 32:4, 16; 39:4; 43:28) in the Old Testament; and doulos in the New 
Testament, though at times “slave" (Rom. 6:16, 18, 19; Philem. 16; I Peter 
2:16), is also “servant.” The point of the parable is dulled when the plow- 

servant” (Luke 17:7); the degree of Jesus’ lowliness (Phil. 2:7) 
and of Paul’s humility is obscured when doulos is rendered “servant” 


or 


man is a 


27 Bratcher t “The Nature and Purpose," p, 98, 
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(II Cor. 4:5; Gal. 1:10; Phil. 1:1). “Hired workers should contrast with 

"slaves" (Luke 15:17, 22) where misthios and doulos are opposite each 
other. 

MUihbar may be rendered either "desert” (Deut. 1:19; Josh. 5:6) or “wil¬ 
derness” (Num. 14:2), and eremos may be “lonely places” (Luke 5:16) or 
"desert" (Luke 1:80; 4:1). The qualification for the elder is “have only one 
wife” (I Tim. 3:2), but the widow must be “married only once” (I Tim. 5:9). 

The act of “tasting lots” gets a multiple treatment. It is “throwing dice” 

(Joel 3:3; Matt. 27:35; John 19:24), “gamble” (Ps. 22:18; John 19:24), “draw 
lots” (Lev. 16:8; Josh. 18:10; IChron. 24:5; Jonah 1:7), "decide" (I Sam. 

14:42), and “divided among themselves” (Isa. 34:17; Obad. 11; Nah. 

3:10). A note to the effect that drawing lots was usually done by using 
specially marked stones to determine God’s will is at Joshua 14:2. It would 
seem that clarity would be gained if one term were used throughout for 
an act of this sort. 

Metanoiein can be either “turn away from your sins” (Matt. 3:2; Acts 
2:38) or the traditional “repent" (Luke 15:7, 10; Acts 3:19; Rev. 2:22). Both 
gehenna (Matt. 5:22, 29, 30) and hades (Matt. 11:23; Luke 10:15) are 
rendered “hell.” A1 so apOleia [traditionally “destruction"; Matt. 7:13; Acts 
8:20; Phil. 3:19; II Thess. 2:3) is rendered “hell." 

The term "uncircumcised” in an epithet tends to be paraphrased “heathen 
Philistine” (Judg. 14:3; 15:18; I Sam. 14:6; 17:26, 36), “godless Philistines" 
(ISam. 31:4; IChron. 10:4), "heathen" (Isa. 52:1), “ungodly” (Ezek. 31:18), 
or "dog" (Ezek. 28:10). However, “uncircumcised” may be retained as an 
adjective (Exod. 12:48; Acts 11:3). 

The treatment of the word for prophesy is interesting. At times it is 
"shouting” (“shout like prophets," Num. ll:26ff.; cf. I Sam. 19:20, 21, 23, 
24); when describing the literary prophets, it is “prophesy” (Amos 7:13) or 
“preaching” (Amos 7:12). Amos is made to say, “I am not the kind of 
prophet who prophesies for pay” (Amos 7:14). There were "prophets” in 
the church at Antioch (Acts 13:1), but Philip’s daughters “proclaimed 
God’s message” (Acts 21:9). 

The term blasphemein is at times transliterated to give the term “blas¬ 
phemy” (Matt. 26:65; Mark 2:7; John 10:33; I Tim. 1:20). Often it is ren 
dered by other terms as "This man is talking against God” (Matt. 12:31; 
Luke 22:65; Acts 6:11; Rom. 2:24; I Tim. 1:13; Rev. 2:9; 13:1, 6), “deny 
their faith” (Acts 26:11); "insults" (Col. 3:8), or “slander” (II Tim. 3:3). 
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Accuracy 


Since there are no perfect translations, opinions will always differ 

whether or not a translation is accurate enough to be usahle. In comparing 
the accuracy of the GNB with that of the other translations, the reader 
should be reminded that the GNB is made from the best Heb rew an d 
Greek critical texts now available. 

tat ■ ••••• a a 0 at att ^b ^b ^b 

The accuracy of a translation is also related to the clarity of understand¬ 
ing it affords the reader. 28 It is at this accuracy that the GNB is aimed. 
One is likely to take personally the warning “I will get rid of anyone who 
whispers evil things about someone else” (Ps. 101:5); the traditional for¬ 
mulation of the statement, “Him who slanders his neighbor secretly I will 
destroy,” seems impersonal. “Hands that kill innocent people" (Prov. 6:18) 
is more direct in thrust than “Hands that shed innocent blood.” “The sin 

which holds onto us so tightly” (Heb. 12:1) can be compared with “the 

a 0 0 0 0 a a a 000 a 000 a 

sin that doth so easily beset us,” and “Christ himself is the means by which 

sins are forgiven" (I John 2:2) with “He is the propitiation for our sins.” 

Understanding is also enhanced when words are used in their current 
meanings. "A capable wife” (Prov. 31:10) avoids possible moral implica¬ 
tions that could be attached to “virtuous woman.” “Nothing green is left” 
(Isa. 15:6) will be understood; “the verdure is no more” likely will not. “He 
makes me surefooted as a deer” (II Sam. 22:34) cannot be misunderstood; 

“He made my feet like hinds’ feet” may be. “Beautiful, beautiful” (Zech. 

4:7) is a more likely cry than “Grace, grace to it!” 

Though unmercifully castigated by M. Dahood for failure to accept his 
views on Ugaritic matters, 29 the preparers of the GNB have been alert to 
the archaeological advances discussed in previous chapters. The cities of 
Palestine stood on “mounds” (Josh. 11:13). Mitzraim is in some passages 
conjeeturally identified with Musri (II Chron. 9:28), thought to be in the 
Syrian area. Solomon’s horses are from there and from Cilicia (II Chron. 
1:16), the Israelites pay the Philistines money for sharpening tools (I Sam. 
13:21), “Pul” is the same figure as “Tiglath Pileser” (I Chron. 5:26), the 
Assyrian official titles are recognized (Jer. 39:3), Necho goes to help the 
king of Assyria (II Kings 23:29), God rides on the clouds (Ps. 68:4 [5]), 


over 


za Fry, “The Good News Bible Translation Principles,” p, 410, comments, "Accuracy ... is 

measured by the degree to which the reader of the translation understands the meaning of the text 

in the same way as the reader of the original text did.” 

Z9 Mitchelt Dahood, review of The Psalms from Modern Man, in CBQ 34 (April 1972): 240-42. 
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and "Danel,” the figure alluded to in the book of Ezekiel (14:14; 28:3), may 

not be the biblical Daniel. There are “lamps” and not “candles" (Matt. 
5:15; etc); the “Asherah” is encountered rather than “groves" (KJV; Judg. 
3:7; etc.). That which has been rendered the mythical “satyr” becomes “the 
wild goat" (Isa. 13:21). Liquid is kept in “wineskins" (Matt. 9:17) rather 
than “bottles." Qikoumene is “throughout the Roman Empire" (Luke 2:1). 

Many individual verses are more accurately rendered than they were in 
some earlier translations. A “nose ring” (Gen. 24:22, 30, 47) is more ac¬ 
curate than “earring” or “a jewel on thy forehead” (Ezek. 16:12; KJV). In 
the GNB the Israelites “ask” items from the Egyptians (Exod. 11:2) rather 
than “borrow” them. Rather than “panting for the streams" (an action not 

suggested in the Hebrew verb), the deer “longs for the streams" (Ps. 42:1). 
For the heavens, “No speech or words are used, no sound is heard” (Ps. 
19:3). “Doze or sleep" (Ps. 121:4) avoids the anomaly that “slumber" and 
“sleep” are now synonymous. The four titles (not five) of Isaiah 9:6 are 
correctly recognized by the punctuation used. It is made clear that Isaiah 
is dealing with the king of Babylon and not with the devil, as the term 
“Lucifer" (Isa. 14:12) suggested. The commandment is correctly given as 
"Do not commit murder" (Exod. 20:13). In those cases where the GNB 
uses "desert” (Exod. 14:3; Deut. 1:19; Josh. 5:6; Isa. 35:1; Matt. 3:1; 4:1) 
it more correctly describes the area concerned than does “wilderness,” used 
in other translations. “Wilderness” connotes a wooded area to most readers. 

The gain in New Testament vocabulary from papyrus finds is also rec¬ 
ognized. We read, “One of the occupation troops forces you” (Matt. 5:41). 

Apechein is "paid in full” (Matt. 6:2), and the Spirit is the “guarantee" 
(Eph. 1:14). Matthew 28 begins “After the Sabbath”; Jonah is swallowed 
by a “big fish," not a "whale” (Matt. 12:40); “them all” rather than “both" 

(Acts 19:16) is used; Paul says of Onesimus, "I am sending him back" 
(Philem. 12) rather than “have sent." One is “to take care of orphans and 
widows (James 1:27), not “visit" them. Tbe act of repentance is recognized 
to be an active act, not a passive one—“change and become 1 ike children" 
(Matt. 18:3), or “repent” (Acts 3:19). “Be converted" is rejected. 

Beyond these undeniable gains, there are other choices to evaluate. In 
cases like Romans 9:5 and Philippians 2:6b where there is an unresolved 
difference of opinion among scholars about the proper interpretation, the 
GNB gives one choice in the text and the other in the margin. In II Peter 
1:1, “Our God and Savior Jesus Christ” contrasts in interpretation with the 
KJV: “God and our Saviour Jesus Christ." 
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Just this item of curiosity: All English translators have puzzled 

what to have the horse say when he is confronting the noise and danger 
of battle (Job 39:25). One early translator had him say, “Fi! M ; the KJV has 

him say, “Ha, ha"; the ASV, RSV, and the NEB have him say, “Aha!”; but 
the GNB has him “snort”! 

A reader of the GNB must ask if the expression “created the universe” 
(Gen. 1:1) is the same as “created the heavens and the earth," if “as he has 
promised" (Ps. 23:3) is the same as “for his name’s sake,” and if “I have 
everything I need” (Ps. 23:1) is the same as “I shall not want.” Does not 

“God was pleased with what he saw" (Gen. 1:12, 31) suggest less to the 
reader than the literal “it was very good"? Is “have sinned again and again" 
(Amos 1:3; etc.) equivalent to “for three transgressions, yea for four”? 30 

The rendering of Song of Songs 1:9 seems to be more sensuous than 
the literal rendering which compared the beloved to a mare of Pharaoh's 
chariot. The GNB reads, “You, my love, excite men as a mare excites 
stallions of Pharaoh’s chariots.” “We won’t have to kill any of our animals” 
(I Kings 18:5) suggests violence where the danger may only be starvation. 
Where some scholars have thought the relative pronoun could have “Kish” 
as its antecedent, the GNB is explicit that it is Mordecai who was carried 
off by Nebuchadnezzar (Esther 2:6); and the GNB calls Haman a descen¬ 
dant of Agag (Esther 3:1), passing by the possibility that “Agagite” might 
designate his region of origin. 

Items in the GNB which have particularly stirred the ire of reviewers 
include the classifying of “snake" as an “animal” (Gen. 3:1), which it is not 

in modem zoology. “Creature" would have been a better choice. There is 
also the interpretation of “water” as “baptism” (I John 5:6), and the use of 
“death of Christ" or “sacrifice of Christ” instead of the traditional and 
literal “blood of Christ" in some passages (Acts 20:28; Rom. 3:25; 5:9; 

Eph. 1:7; 2:13; Col. 1:20; Heb. 10:19; 13:20; I Peter 1:19; Rev. 1:5; 5:9). 
“Blood” is retained in other passages (Luke 22:20; John 6:53; I Cor. 10:16; 
11:27; Heb. 9:22). The translator reasons that “blood" was often a synonym 
for “death" in ancient days (Matt. 27:4, 25) but that it is not so used in 

English now; hence, he contends that “death” is the proper rendering in 
the above passages. 31 The GNB also prefers the term “set free” (Rom. 
3:24; Eph. 1:7; Heb. 9:15) to the traditional theological term “redemption." 

30 The question is discussed in H. K. G ret her, “Some Problems in Equivalence in Amos 1:3, 

The Bible TYanslator 22 (July 1971): 116. 

‘"See Bratcher's defense in "The Nature and Purpose,” p. 104. 


over 
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Mia ton sabbaton in the GNB is rendered “Saturday evening (Acts 
20:7), with “Sunday” given as an alternate in the margin when used for 

the meeting at Ttoas; but the term is “Sunday" in its other occurrences 

(I Cor. 16:2; John 20:1). 

The GNB takes sides in disputed passages. Ruach ’elohim (Gen. 1:2) 
is "power of God” with alternatives given in the margin. In Acts 2:1, 4, 
pantes, the subject of the verb, is interpreted to be “all believers”; however, 
other interpreters consider this to be “the apostles.” Since the Greek text 
itself is not conclusive, the GNB could have given the alternate in a note, 
as has been done in some other disputed cases. For example, harpagmos 
(Phil. 2:6) is rendered “by force he should try to become equal with God" 
with the margin reading “become; or remain." Romans 9:5 gives alterna¬ 
tives where there is a question of whether it is God or Christ who is being 
referred to. 

In some instances the GNB has renderings which one could only char¬ 
acterize as Free Paraphrase—and a paraphrase which differs in meaning 
from the original —not as Dynamic Equivalence. Such a case is “Long ago, 

in the days before Israel had a king” (Ruth 1:1), replacing the literal “When 
the judges judged”—or if one wants to use the vocabulary of the GNB, 
“When the leaders led.” “Break the engagement" (Matt. 1:19) torapoluein 

(traditionally "divorce") represents a cultural shift. "Heaping coals of fire 
on his head" (Prov. 25:22; Rom. 12:20) becomes "make him bum with 

shame.” "Dust will be the serpent’s food" (Isa. 65:25) becomes "snakes will 
no longer be dangerous.” “Syria was in league with Egypt” (Isa. 7:2) be¬ 
comes “the armies of Syria were already in the territory of Israel.” “A 
razor" (Isa. 7:20) becomes "a barber." “Wipes her mouth" (Prov. 30:20) 
becomes “takes a bath.” Equally questionable would be “Invest your money 
in foreign trade, and one of these days you will make a profit” (Eccles. 
11:1) and “come and destroy your country” (Mai. 4:6) when the latter 
stands for “smite the land/earth with a curse.” 

The GNB has not been meticulous in using words only in tbe way in 
which they are used in the original texts. For example, the word “Christian” 
occurs in the Greek New Testament only three times as a noun (Acts 
11:26; 26:28; I Peter 4:16) and does not occur as an adjective at all. In the 
GNB it is also used as a noun at Acts 16:1; Romans 12:13; I Thessalonians 
4:6; and Hebrews 6:10, and is freely used as an adjective (I Cor. 7:12-16; 

9:5; Gal. 6:6; Eph. 6:1; Heb. 3:1; 6:1; 13:1). 
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Other than in the use of modem geographical names, there are not 
many anachronisms in the GNB, but it does speak of coins (I Sam. 13:21) 
before there was coinage of money. Though Moses (Acts 7:33) and most 
others wear “sandals,” the prodigal gets “shoes" (Luke 15:22). 

In some few cases, words of unknown meaning (some of which 
transliterated in the other translations) are left unrendered in the GNB; 
and a note calls attention to the fact. Harmon (Amos 4:3) is such a case. 

Other examples are at I Kings 9:25; 14:14; II Kings 15:25; Isaiah 28:25; 

Jeremiah 25:34; Ezekiel 19:10; 40:19; and Daniel 7:15. When one tries to 

explain the ASV treatment of one of these passages (I Kings 14:14) 

“... that day: but what? even now,” he has a new appreciation of the 
difficulty offered by these unknown words. 


were 


Conclusion 


Reviewers opinions of the GNB run the gamut from “excellent” through 
“one of the modem translations which do not take seriously the verbal 
inspiration of the Bible” 32 to “the worst I have yet seen.” Those not 

persuaded of the validity of the Dynamic-Equivalence principle of trans¬ 
lation will continue to denounce the freedoms and paraphrases of the GNB. 

The GNB forces the reader to confront the question of whether there is 

a religious jargon that must be preserved or whether other words are 
preferable. The GNB seriously reckons with the fact that out of the billion 
people who speak English, only a small number are able to fully understand 
the traditional translations. One might be reminded that it is estimated 
that seven out of eight Christians do not own a New Testament. The GNB 
comes very close to its goal of being a version that anyone who reads 

a J b a at ^b ^b a a • ^b ^^^b a ^^a h j a gas ^^b g | ^ a j • a ssPs a aa ^^a • ^ ^^a p ^ • ^^b a • a A ^b ••••• sat 

Engli sh can r ead and under stand. 33 Those who realize that there must be 
different translations to meet the needs of varying levels of readers will 
find it fills an important niche. 

As a first step in Bible reading, the GNB may convey the general 
message of the Bible to people for whom it has been a closed book. A 
translation using a limited vocabulary and simplified structures as the GNB 


32 Zane C Hodges, review of Good News for Modem Man: The New Testament in Today's 
English Version T in Bibliotheca Sacra 126 (January'March 1969): 86-87. 

33 One reviewer (William E> Hull, review of Good News for Modem Man, in The Review and 
Expositor 64 [Fall 1967]: 535) said, "Nothing but sheer traditionalism can commend the KJ.V. over 
the T.E.V. for educational purposes where comprehension is the crucial factor/' 
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must lose certain shades of meaning found in the original Hebrew, Ara¬ 
maic, and Greek texts. 34 Vivid idioms and figurative language have to be 

m 

avoided; nevertheless, the basic beliefs and the basic duties to God and - 

• • 

man are clearly set forth. From the knowledge gained from reading the 

GNB, some may move into a deeper study of God’s truths. Those who 
ordinarily read the more literary translations may find that the GNB h elps 
them understand difficult pa ssages . Though each reviewer can present his 
list of preferences, the reader will see that, despite its limitations, most of 
the GNB says just what he has always understood the Bible to say. Readers 

who want to know more precisely what the biblical writers said and how 
they said it will have to look elsewhere. 


34 Bratcher, "Good News for Modern Man,” pp. 171-72. 
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he New International Version, the latest addition to the 
multiplicity ol translations prepared for the English reading public, arose 
out of evangelicals’ dissatisfaction with the existing translations. 1 In 1965 

t he Committee on Bible Translation , composed of fifteen scholars from 
many religious groups, was formed to plan the project; and in 1968 the 
New York Bible Society International agreed to sponsor and finance the 
translation. Edwin H. Palmer was selected as executive secretary. Printing 
was entrusted to Zondervan of Grand Rapids, Michigan. The New Testa¬ 
ment was issued in 1973, with the name changed from the earlier projected 
name of A Contemporary Translation to The New International Version. 
A paperback edition was issued by tbe Bible Society under the name The 


'See Stanley E. Hardwick and R. Laird Hanis, ‘‘Do Evangelicals Need a New Translation?" 
Christianity Tbdtiy 12 (September 27, 1968): 10-15; Stephen Paine, "Why We Need Another Trans¬ 
lation." United Evangelical Action 26 (October 1967): 21'24; Carolyn J. Youngblood, "The AWr 
International Version Translation Project; Its Conception and Implementation/ 1 Journal of the 
Evangelical Theological Society 21 (September 1978): 239-41. 
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Great News. 2 In 1974 an anglicized edition was published for the British 

Commonwealth by Hodder and Stoughton. 3 

Meanwhile, work had gone forward on the Old Testament. Isaiah and 
Daniel were issued in trial volumes in 1976, and Proverbs and Ecclesiastes 
in 1977. The completed Bible, the preparation of which is reputed to have 
cost $2,500,000, appeared on October 27, 1978. By that time, advance 

sales of the translation had reached 1,200,000 copies. Its first printing was 

the largest ever done for an English Bible. 

The more than 110 scholars participating in the project represent evan¬ 
gelical scholarship of the United States, Canada, Great Britain, Ireland, 
Australia, and New Zealand. They also unofficially represent thirty-four 
different religious groups. An hourly stipend, in addition to travel expenses, 
was paid to the translators for the time they spent. They were divided into 
twenty teams with a translator, co-translator, two consultants, and an Eng¬ 
lish stylist assigned to each team. The teams prepared trial translations of 
their respective biblical books. These translations were screened and edited 
by two editorial committees, and then were finally examined and approved 
by the Committee on Bible Translation before being made available to the 
public. 

The book design of the NIV was done by Ernst Reichl . The text (in¬ 
cluding footnotes, special symbols, and format conventions essential to 
reading the NIV) was keyboarded and stored on computer tape to permit 
the setting of many forms of the NIV without the rekeyboarding of any 
text. 4 


Format 

The NIV, designed for both young and old, for private study and public 
reading, provides ease in reading and comprehension. Direct quotations 
are enclosed in quotation marks; the discourse of Jesus in John 3 is con¬ 
tinued to verse 21 instead of verse 15, and Paul’s rebuke in Galatians 2 
concludes with verse 21 instead of verse 14—both the converse of the 
RSV. The words of each speaker in a conversation are printed as separate 


4 “NIV New 'testament Is Here," Bible M>rld (Anniversary Issue 1973): 1. 

3 B. R, Doyle, review of “The Holy Bible: New International Version*. The New Testament, in 

The Australian Biblical Review* 23 (October 1975): 37-38. 

4 Paul Doebler, “New Bible Translation Computerized for Automatic Setting of Editions/' Pub¬ 
lisher's Weekly 204 (October 1973): 56-62, 
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paragraphs, as in current literature; this makes it much easier to follow 
the conversation. 


Parentheses are used for matter the translat ors deemed pa re nthe tic al 
(cf. II Sam. 4:4; 9:10; 11:4; Rev. 20:5; etc.). Lists are printed in tahular form 
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(e.g., Ezra 1:9-10; 2:3ff.; 8:2ff.; Neh. 7:7ff.). Other material has been broken 
into paragraphs, which are more numerous than in other English transla¬ 
tions. Small elevated Arabic numerals in the text mark the beginning of 
verses, enabling the reader to know exactly where a verse begins and ends. 
The verse designations are usually the traditional ones; however, a verse 
traditionally at the end of one chapter may be included in verse one of the 
following chapter if it introduces the subject matter of that chapter (e.g., 
Hos. 7:1; Rev. 13:1). The notes on the Old Testament do not inform the 
reader of those cases where the Hebrew text begins or ends a chapter at 
a different verse from that used in English (e.g., Exod. 8:5; Deut. 12:32; 
22:30; I Sam. 20:42; 23:29; Zech. 1:18; etc.). The New Testament adheres 

to the chapter division of the Greek critical text but indicates by the 
paragraphs or supplied headings that some material belongs with the pre¬ 
ceding or following chapter. John 7:53 is put with John 8, Acts 8:1a with 
Acts 7, Acts 22:30 with Acts 23, I Corinthians 11:1 with I Corinthians 10, 
I Corinthians 12:31b with I Corinthians 13, Philippians 4:1 with Philippi- 
ans 3, and Revelation 13:1a with Revelation 12. These divisions agree with 

the UBS text divisions, but that text connects Luke 23:56b with Luke 24 

and Galatians 5:1 with Galatians 4, which the NIV does not. There are 
other instances where a chapter begins with a paragraph that continues a 
theme rather than introducing a new subject: Luke 23:1; John 16:1; Acts 

22:1; 26:1; Romans 10:1; 15:1; I Corinthians 2:1; II Corinthians 2:1; 3:1; 
6:1; 7:1; 9:1; Galatians 4:1; Ephesians 5:1; Colossians 2:1; 4:1; I Thessalonians 
3:1; 5:1; I Timothy 6:1; II Timothy 2:1; 4:1; Hebrews 5:1; 6:1; I Peter 2:1; 
I John 2:1; 3:1; Revelation 9:1. Subject headings in italics (not a part of 
the original text and not intended for oral reading) have been supplied for 
the guidance of the reader. 

More obvious words or phrases, not represented in the original text but 
supplied by the translators for clarification, are enclosed in half brackets 
(e.g., Lev. 11:26; Judg. 2:3; I Sam. 13:1; II Sam. 1:21; 21:2, 16; 22:15; 23:9; 
I Kings 10:16; 11:24; 20:34; Neh. 6:9; 10:37; 12:36; Dan. 8:12; 9:27; Eccles. 
5:6; 7:18,28; Pss. 45:13; 49:19; 57:2; 58:9; 68:17; 78:61; 137:5; 141:7; 144:6; 
Isa. 27:7; 37:9; 41:22; Ezek. 20:24; 24:17; 48:28; Nah. 1:8, 11, 12, 14; 2:1, 
7; John 1:14, 18; Gal. 2:4; 4:17). The brackets indicate that there may be 
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uncertainty about the addition. The brackets are not numerous; but their 

presence should not lead to a false confidence, for there are some supplied 
words without brackets [e.g., “your” (Matt. 13:32); “for a while” (John 

1:14); "truly” (John 21:15, 16); “spiritual" (I Cor. 1:7); “setting our hearts" 
(I Cor. 10:6); “group” (Gal. 2:12); “party” (Gal. 3:20); 

called” (Eph. 1:18); “kingdom" (Col. 1:12); “shed” (Col. 1:20); “produced,” 

“prompted," "inspired" (I Thess. 1:3); “really” (I Thess. 3:8); “suffer” (I Thess. 
5:9); “evil” (James 1:14); and “the truth" (I John 2:20)]. No English trans¬ 
lation has been successful in indicating all supplied words. It is a miscon¬ 
ception to suppose that translation can be done that way, and the Dynamic 

Equivalence translation feels no need to indicate every word not repre¬ 
sented in the original. 

In Genesis 1 the account of each day of creation is given as a separate 
paragraph. Rhythmical material throughout the Bible has heen printed in 

poetic style (e.g., II Sam. 1:19-27; 3:33, 34; Rev. 5:12, 13). Psalm 136 is 

printed with the responses in italics, suggesting responsive reading. Psalm 

119 is divided into sections headed by letters that are both in Hebrew and 

in transliterated form. The headings of the various Psalms are retained and 
are retranslated where possible. From the gender of the pronouns, speakers 
are suggested in the Song of Solomon; however, the introduction admits 
the divisions and captions are debatable. Correspondence within the bib¬ 
lical text is set off in letter form (e.g., Acts 15:23-29; 23:26-30). Notes to 
the translation are numbered on the relevant page by the letters a, b, c, 
etc., followed by the verse number, for ease in locating the relevant passage. 

English plural forms, e.g., “Baals,” “Asherahs,” “Ashtoreths” (I Sam. 7:4; 
12:10; Judg. 3:7), and "seraphs” (Isa. 6:2) are ordinarily used for transliter¬ 
ated words rather than the transliterated plural forms (“Baalim,” “Ashto- 
roth,” etc.); why then is “cherubim" regularly retained (e.g., Exod. 25:19; 

26:1; 37:7, 9; I Sam. 4:4; Ezek. 10:lff.) as the plural of “cherub”? 

The capitalization policy followed in the NIV has resulted in the gen¬ 
erous use of capitals, making proper names of what had been common 
nouns. One encounters “Desert of Sin” (Exod. 16:1), "Desert of Shur" 
(Exod. 15:22), “Desert of Sinai" (Exod. 19:1, 2), “Sabbath" (Exod. 16:25, 
26, 29; 31:14ff.), “Year of Jubilee” (Lev. 25:13), “the Testimony” (Exod. 
16:34), “City of David” (I Kings 3:1; 14:31; 15:8; Isa. 22:9), “Kidron Valley” 
(I Kings 15:13), “Kishon Valley" (I Kings 18:40), “Valley of Vision" (Isa. 
22:5), “Palace of the Forest" (Isa. 22:8), “Lower Pool" (Isa. 22:9), “Old 


to which he has 
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Pool” (Isa. 22:11), “Valley of Achor” (Isa. 65:10), Ravine of the Poplars 
(Isa. 15:7), “Valley of Rephaim" (Isa. 17:5), “Ulai Canal" (Dan. 8:2), “Ahava 
Canal” (Ezra 8:21, 31), “Beautiful Land” (Dan. 8:9), and “Three” and "Thirty” 

(IChron. 11:25). 

Many additional expressions have been interpreted as titles: “Book of 
the Covenant” (Exod. 24:7), “Tent of Meeting” (Exod. 27:21), “Do-Nothing" 
(Isa. 30:7), "Repairer of Broken Walls” (Isa. 58:12), “The City of Right 

The Faithful City” (Isa. 1:26), "Salvation” (Isa. 60:18), ”Re- 


eousness, 

storer of Streets with Dwellings” (Isa. 58:12), "Praise” (Isa. 60:18), “The 
City of TYuth” (Zeeh. 8:3), and “The Holy Mountain" (Zech. 8:3). 

All terms (but not the pronouns) referring to divinity, to the Spirit, and 
to the Messiah are capitalized: “Name” (Exod. 23:21; I Kings 9:7; 11:36; 
Neh. 1:9; Isa. 30:27; Jer. 7:11), "Presence” (Exod. 33:14; Deut. 4:37), “Shep¬ 
herd" (Gen. 48:15), “Ancient of Days" (Dan. 7:9,13, 22), “Maker” (Isa. 17:7; 
45:9; 54:5), “Creator” (Deut. 32:6; Isa. 27:11; 43:15), “Angel" (Gen. 48:16), 
“Angel of the Lord” (Zech. 12:8), “Branch" (Isa. 11:1), “One" (Job 31:15; 

Ps. 2:4; Isa. 22:11; 26:7), "Anointed One” (Ps. 2:2; Dan. 9:25, 26), “Right¬ 
eous One” (Isa. 24:16), “Holy One” (Ps. 16:10), “Son” (Ps. 2:12), “Rock” 
(Deut. 32:15; Ps. 28:1; 42:9; Isa. 17:10), “Rock of Israel” (Isa. 30:29), “Sav¬ 
ior” (Isa. 43:3; 49:26), "Redeemer” (Isa. 44:24), “Father" (Mai. 2:10, with 
a note), “Glory" (Jer. 2:11), "Portion of Jacob” (Jer. 10:16; 51:19), “King" 
(Ps. 2:6). “Spirit” (Isa. 34:16; 44:3; Zech. 12:10), “Holy Spirit” (Isa. 63:10, 
11), and “Spirit of God" (I Sam. 10:10; 19:20, 23). When there is doubt 

whether “spirit" is God’s Spirit or man’s (Zech. 12:10), whether “Lord" 
(Josh. 5:14) or “one holy" (I Sam. 2:2) is divine or human, whether “god" 

(Gen. 41:37; Deut. 4:33) is the God of Israel or a pagan one, a note gives 

the alternate capitalized or lower case form. 

The NIV is not entirely consistent in capitalizing terms that are mes¬ 
sianic items in the New Testament. The terms "prophet” (Deut. 18:15, 18, 
19; cf. Acts 3:22-23; 7:37), “priest” (Ps. 110:4; cf. Heb. 5:6), “servant" (Isa. 
52:13), and “king" (Zech. 9:9) are uncapitalized. Capitalization alternates 
are suggested for “son” (Ps. 2:7, 12) and “Anointed One” (Dan. 9:26). It 
would probably have been better not to capitalize messianic terms in the 
Old Testament. Furthermore, the treatment given the phrase “An Oracle” 
followed by “The word of the Lord," though identical in Hebrew in its 
occurrences, is given three treatments (Zech. 9:1; 12:1; and Mai. 1:1). 
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Notes 


The notes printed with the NIV text, less extensive than those of the 
NASB hut more so than those of the RSV, call attention to alternate 
textual variants from manuscripts and ancient versions without attempting 
to evaluate the balance of evidence. These notes include allusions to ver- 
sional readings not accepted into the text (e.g., Exod. 14:25). They may 
call attention to rabbinic scribal tradition which gives a different interpre¬ 
tation to that followed (Gen. 18:22; I Sam. 3:13; Jer. 2:11; Hos. 4:7 [but 
not at Ezek. 8:17]). The reader should not interpret too literally the prefa¬ 
tory statement: "Where there is uncertainty about the wording of the 
original text or its precise meaning, footnotes call attention to this." There 

are many verses with textual variants which the NIV does not indicate in 
the notes, and also there are verses which are not indicated where the 
Hebrew is deemed obscure by some scholars. The GNB notes many more 
textual variants than does the NIV. 


18:3, 4) and place names (e.g., Exod. 15:23; 17:7; Num. 13:23), especially 

when there is a play on them in the text. Places are identified: “Sirion" is 
“Mt. Hermon” (Ps. 29:6), “Cush” is the “upper Nile region” (Ps. 68:31), 
“the River" is the “Euphrates” (Ps. 72:8), “Shihor” is a branch of the Nile 
(Jer. 2:18), and “The Arabah" is the “Jordan Valley” (Jer. 39:4). Weights, 
measures, sums of money, and the like are explained in American and in 
metric equivalents. Scripture cross-references are given to other events or 
statements (II Kings 9:36; 15:12; Zeph. 1:9), but the NIV lacks the helpful 
references in the Old Testament to New Testament allusions for those 
events which the RSV and some other translations carried. New Testament 
notes do give the location of Old Testament Scriptures that are cited. 

In many cases, reflecting the divergent views represented in the trans¬ 
lating committees, the notes record the minority opinion, showing an 
interest in conciliation and in making place for opposing viewpoints. For 
example, hayyah (“was”) could be “became" (Gen. V2), shabhath (“rested") 
could be "ceased" (Gen. 2:3), and zera ‘ ("offspring") could be “seed” (Gen. 
3:15; 21:12; 24:7). In Exodus, where in each instance with ’elohim the 
accompanying verb is plural in form (Exod. 32:1, 4, 8, 23, 31), the NIV, 
though translating the term “gods,” gave the singular “god" as a marginal 

alternate. The phrase “of God" has a note “of a god” (Deut. 4:33); “tab¬ 
ernacle" (I Sam. 1:9; 3:3) is an alternate for “temple.” “Hell" is given as a 
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marginal alternate to "Hades" (Matt. 16:18), and race is an alternate to 
"generation” (Matt. 24:34; Mark 13:30; Luke 21:32). The omission of 1 John 
:7b-8a is noted though this text occurs in no early Greek manuscript. The 
question of whether the flood was twenty feet over the mountains or was 
twenty feet deep and covered the mountains (Gen. 7:20) is noted. At 

issue is whether the present configuration of the earth was already in the 
writer's view. "Wonderful Counselor” (Isa. 9:6) carries a note giving a 
different punctuation—“Wonderful, Counselor.” “A voice of one calling: 
‘In the desert... (Isa. 40:3) has a note “Or a voice of one calling in the 
desert... and," “so will he sprinkle many nations” (Isa. 52:15) has a note 

“Hebrew; Septuagint ‘so will many nations marvel at him. 

Certain words are explained more prominently than others. For example, 

a word like herem , however translated, regularly carries the note: “The 
Hebrew term refers to the irrevocable giving over of things or persons to 
the Lord, often by totally destroying them” (Exod. 22:20; Num. 21:2; Deut. 

2:34; 3:6; 7:2; 13:15, 17; 20:17; Josh. 2:10; 6:17, 18, 21; 7:1; 8:26; 10:1; 
11:11; 22:20; Judg. 1:17; I Kings 9:21; 20:42; I Chron. 4:41; Isa. 34:2; 43:28). 
A term like “horn” has a note at some of its occurrences (I Sam. 2:1, 10; 
Ps. 92:10; Luke 1:69) stating that it means “strength"; but at other occur¬ 
rences has no note (cf. Ps. 75:10). 

The notes may give more literal renderings than are in the text; for 
example, “now bring Jacob back from captivity” (Ezek. 39:25) has the note 
“now restore the fortunes of Jacob.” Various renderings of sheol always 
carry the transliterated term in the notes (Num. 16:30, 33); and “Red Sea” 
always has "Yam Suph, that is, ‘Sea of Reeds' ” (Exod. 13:18; 23:31; Num. 
14:25; Deut. 2:1; I Kings 9:26; Neh. 9:9; etc.). That such a note is suitahle 
in the New Testament for the Greek term eruthros thalassa (Acts 7:36; 
Heb. 11:29) is debatable. The phrase “sacrifices his son or daughter" (Deut. 
18:10) has the note “Or who makes his son or daughter pass through.” 
“Give glory to the Lord” (Josh. 7:19) is “a solemn charge to tell the truth.” 
“Give him the praise" (Josh. 7:19) has the alternate, “Or and confess to 
him"; and “advisers" (II Sam. 8:18) are “priests." Where a term could be 
taken either of two ways, the note gives the alternate. For example, “angel" 
could be “messenger” (Rev. 1:20; 2:8, 12, 18); however, that possibility is 
not noted at Acts 12:15. In a few cases a note calls attention to the fact 
that a second-person pronoun is plural in Hebrew (I Sam. 2:29; I Kings 9:6; 
Ps. 118:26) and at other times to the fact that it is singular (Jer. 9:6). 
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At times the notes take on the role of commentary. Persons are iden¬ 
tified; for example, “Pul” is “Tiglath-Pileser" (II Kings 15:19), “So" is pos 
sibly “Osorkon" (II Kings 17:4), “Evil-Merodach” is “Amel-Marduk” 
(II Kings 25:27), and “Uzziah" is “Azariah" (II Kings 14:21). A family 
lationship may be clarified; for example, “daughter” may be “granddaugh¬ 
ter” (II Chron. 13:1), and where the Hebrew text has “daughter” the rendering 
may be “sister" (Gen. 34:17); “queen mother” is an alternate for “queen" 
(Dan. 5:10); “ancestor” or “predecessor" are alternates for “father” (Gen. 
5:6-26; 11:11-25; Dan. 5:2, 11, 13, 18); “Father" may be 

“military leader” (I Chron. 9:35); “descendant” or "successor” are alternates 
for “son” (Gen. 10:2; Dan. 5:22); and “brother" is “ally" or "relative" (Gen. 
14:13). Ancient place names are at times identified with modem geograph¬ 
ical terms; for example, “Caphtor” is "Crete” (Deut. 2:23; Jer. 47:4), “Cush” 
is said to be the “upper Nile region" (Esther 1:1; 8:9), “Sinim” is “Aswan” 
(Isa. 49:12), “Kittim” is “Cyprus” (Jer. 2:10). Plants may be identified. The 
“rose of Sharon" is “Possibly a member of the crocus family" (Song of Sol. 
2 : 1 ). 


re- 


civic leader or 


In other notes, concepts are elaborated. “Unclean food means “cere¬ 
monially unclean” (Hos. 9:3), “no interest” may mean “excessive interest" 
(Exod. 22:25; Lev. 25:36), “sin” (II Cor. 5:21) may be “sin offering," “fool¬ 
ish” denotes “moral deficiency” (Job 2:10), and Rahab as a “harlot” is 
“possibly an innkeeper” (Josh. 2:1; 6:17, 22, 25); but no note is at Hebrews 
11:31 and James 2:25. “Prostitution” is “spiritual adultery" (Ezek. 43:7, 9); 
“Sheshach is a cryptogram for Babylon” (Jer. 25:26; 51:41). “Sapphire" 
may be “lapis lazuli” (Song of Sol. 5:14; Lam. 4:7; Ezek. 1:26). “Horn” 
symbolizes “strength" (Pss. 18:2; 89:17, 24; 92:10), “dignity” (Ps. 112:9), 
or “a king” (Pss. 132:17; 148:14). 

Though many notes are helpful, it seems superfluous to inform the 
reader in a note that “Hittites" are literally “sons of Heth” (Gen. 23:3, 5, 

7, 10, 16, 18, 20; 25:10; 49:32) when so many “sons of" (e.g„ I Chron. 19:2) 
are rendered with no note, and when bene yisrael are regularly “Israelites" 
(cf. Exod. 2:25). The note “Or his” (Gen. 24:36) seems to have no textual 
support. Furthermore, one wonders what is meant by “Darius, that is, the 
reign of Cyrus” (Dan. 6:28). 

Text 


According to the introduction to the NIV, “In the Old Testament, the 
Masoretic text as published in the latest edition of tbe Bibiia Hebraica 


300 



The New International Version 


has generally been followed except where the Dead Sea Scrolls, the Sep- 
tuagint and other versions, variant manuscript readings and internal evi¬ 
dence have led to corrections in the Masoretic text.” In such cases where 
a variant Hebrew reading from the margin of the Bi blia Hebra ica has 

been followed, no note to that effect was deemed necessary. When the 

• ........ ■ ■ 

consonantal text is divided differently from the Masoretic text (e.g., Num. 

24:23 ), the case is noted. Cases in which the versions other than Hebrew 
have been followed are usually noted. Where different vowels from those 

used by the Masoretes are followed, the cases are usually not noted. 

According to the notes of the NIV, the Dead Sea Scrolls, supported by 
some Masoretic manuscripts and some ancient versions, are deemed to 
have preserved a better text than the majority of Masoretic manuscripts 

in I Samuel 1:24; II Samuel 22:33; Psalms 119:37; 144:2; 145:5 , 13; Isaiah 
141; 21J; 33$; 37:20 , 25, 27; 45:2; 49:24 :5119; 525; 531!. When a New 

Testament quotation of Old Testament material agrees with a Dead Sea 
Scroll reading rather than with the Masoretic text, the fact is noted (Heb. 
1:6). Of the ten Scroll readings in Isaiah accepted in the text, versional 

support is also claimed for all except for “witness” in Isaiah 33:8 where 

0 0 0 0 0 ^0 

the S croll reading alone is cited. The RSV, though following some Scroll 
readings, usually lists them as “one ancient manuscript” rather than as 
“Dead Sea Scrolls.” The RSV (citing the evidence of the versions) had 
previously made most of the choices followed in the NIV in these verses; 
however, the NIV differs from the RSV in Isaiah 37:20, 25; 52:5; 5311- 
Dead Sea Scroll variants from the Masoretic text that are not accepted in 
the text of the NIV are cited at Exodus 1:5; Deuteronomy 32:43; I Samuel 

1:23; Isaiah 7:14; 15:9; 19:18; 23:2, 3, 10; Habakkuk 216. Of these, the 
RSV carried “Dibon" in the text and "Dfrnon" in the margin (Isa. 15:9), 

preferred "City of the Sun" to “City of Destruction" (Isa. 19:18), and “Si- 
don" to “Nile” (Isa. 23:2, 4). 

In certain instances, the NIV has retained in the text Masoretic phrases 
which the RSV relegated to the margin; e.g., “of his mother Sarah” (Gen. 


A check of the RSV notes against those of the NIV leaves one with the 
impression that the NIV was less willing to supplement the Masoretic text 

from the versions than was the RSV. Some cases where the NIV followed 

0 0 

the Masoretic text but the RSV supplemented it from the versions include 
Genesis 10:5; 21:9; 31:49; 44:4; Exodus 1:22; I Samuel 9:16; 14:41; 19:23; 
20:12. Conjectures or variants from the versions are chosen in the RSV at 
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Joshua 12:4, 23; Ruth 4:5; I Samuel 2:27, 33; 3:4, 13; 7:12; 9:4, 25; 12:15; 

14:33, 41; 18:28; 19:10; 20:16,41; 23:25; 26:20; 31:9. However, the numeral 
“seventy” for the sons of Joseph {from the Masoretic text) is preferred to 
the “seventy-five” of the versions (Exod. 1:5) by both the RSV and NIV. 

An examination of the notes to the Book of Isaiah (one book in which 

some evangelicals protested the RSV’s treatment of the text) reveals that 
in general the NIV followed the Masoretic text more closely than did the 
RSV. They agree in following a versional reading rather than the Masoretic 

text in certain verses (Isa. 5:17; 14:4; 22:3; 26:19; 34:9; 41:25; 48:10, 11; 

" " ' ■ 1 - • J • - • • ■ •••• | ■ | | | | ■ ■ . . ■ | | | H | ™ 

29:24; 52:14; 53:10; 66:19). 

In some cases where the RSV followed the versions or made a conjee- 

^^m ■ ■■■ ■■■■ ■■■ ■■ ■■■■■ ■ ■ • ■ ■ a a ^^^^m mm 

ture, the NIV rendered the Masoretic text, often not literally, and cites no 

^^m m m m a a a ■ ^^^^m m m m m m ^^m ® 

versional option: Isaiah 2:12, “and they will be humbled"; 3T3, “the peo¬ 
ple"; &6, “rejoices over”; 9:11, “Rez in’s foes”; 9j20, “offspring"; 10^34, 
"before the Mighty One”; 14:30, “I will”; 16:10, “I have put”; 17 :2, "the 
citiesof Aroer”; 17:9, “thickets and underbrush"; 32:19, “though hail flat¬ 
tens the forest”; 35:7, “jackals once lay”; 42:10, “you who go down to the 
sea"; 42:20, “you have seen”; 44:4, “grass in a meadow”; 44:7, “since I 

^^m m 

established my ancient people, and what is yet to come—”; 44:24, “by 
myself”; 45:9, “potsherds"; 45:11, “concerning things to come"; 47:13, 
“from what”; 50:11, "provide yourselves with flaming torches”; 51:16, “set 

the heavens in place”; 56:12, “let me”; 65:7 , “your”; 66:2, “came into being.” 
The NIV does not insert “by night” (Isa. 60:19) and "know" (66:18) which 

the RSV did on evidence of the versions. 

In other cases the versional option preferred by the RSV is cited in the 
notes of the NIV, but the text follows the Masoretic text: Isaiah 10:27, 
“broken from your shoulders.” In other cases the RSV and NIV agree on 
text, but the RSV cites a variant while the NIV does not: Isaiah 63:9, “he 

did not afflict.” 

In yet other cases where a version or a conjecture is being followed, the 
RSV so indicates in a note; the NIV does not: 

“diviners/divination”; 3:24, “shame/branding"; 15:2, “Dibon”; 41:27, “I was 
the first to tell"; 44:12, “a tool” (Heb. “axe"); 45:8, "let salvation spring 
up"; 48:1, "line”; 48:11, “myself be defamed”; 56:8, “those already gath¬ 
ered”; 64:5, “be saved.” 

Both versions note some obscurities in the text (Isa. 25:11; 26:16); 
however, the RSV carries a note that the Hebrew is obscure in eight cases; 
the NIV does not reflect the same consciousness of the obscurity: Isaiah 


Isaiah 2:6 
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2:16; 22:6; 23:13; 33:7; 38:8; 43:14; 57:8; 64:5. On the other hand, the NIV 

cites an alternate versional reading where the RSV does not in at least six 
cases: Isaiah 6:9, 10; 11:6; 19:18; 23:10; 29:13. 

In a few cases the NIV and the RSV choose the opposite variant but 

cite the alternative in the notes: Isaiah 15:9; 23:2; 53:10 . 

The procedure of rearranging verses and transposing phrases from one 
setting to another in the RSV, NEB, and NAB has not been followed in 
the NIV. In Exodus 18:10b the phrase “who rescued the people from the 
hand of the Egyptians” 5 is not transferred to verse 11; and Exodus 22:3-4 
is not transposed to follow Exodus 22:1 as the RSV did. 

There has not, however, been an unbending allegiance to the Masoretic 
text. Omitted without notes are the Masoretic negative at Isaiah 9:3; the 
phrase “these are the years of the life of Sarah” (Gen. 23:1), rejected by 
current scholars; and the second occurrence of “I” (Hos. 5:14). At I Samuel 
13:5 the NIV chose the versional reading “three thousand" where the RSV 
retained the Masoretic text reading “thirty thousand’’; and “Zimri” (Josh. 
7:1, 17, 18) is preferred to the Masoretic text (and RSV) “Zabdi.” 

Numerous other versional readings (especially Septuagint readings) have 
been preferred to the Masoretic text where they appear to have preserved 
a better text. Hence, the NIV inserts “Let’s go out into the field” (Gen. 
4:8), “not so” (Gen. 4:15), "Joseph reduced the people to servitude" (Gen. 
47:21), “to whom it belongs" (Gen. 49:10), “fourth” (Judg. 14:15), “fabric 
... tightened it with the pin” (Judg. 16:13-14), and “the stone" (ISam. 
20:41). “Gibeon" is preferred to “Geba” (II Sam. 5:25; supported by I Chron. 
14:16). The RSV preferred “Geba.” Both the NIV and RSV followed a 
corrected text in the versions at I Samuel 6:19; 8:16; 12:11; 13:20; 17:52 
20:25, 41; 25:22. The NIV notes a variant at Ruth 4:20; I Samuel 1:23; and 
6:18 where the RSV carried no note. “Zedekiah” is inserted at Jeremiah 
27:1 as in the minority of Hebrew manuscripts and the Syriac version. 
“Rhodes” at Ezekiel 27:15 is from the Septuagint. However, at I Samuel 
14:41 (contrary to the RSV and NEB) the Septuagint addition is carried 
in the notes only. Septuagint additions inserted by the RSV are also re¬ 
jected at Deuteronomy 30:16; I Sam. 10:1, 21; 12:3, 6, 8, 9. The NIV (and 
RSV) follows ancient scribal tradition, some Septuagint manuscripts, and 

the Vulgate in reading “Moses” (Judg. 18:30) where the Masoretic text has 

s See the United Bible Societies, Preliminary and Interim Report on the Hebrew Old Tes¬ 
tament 7 bet fhvject: The Pentateuch (London. United Bible Societies, [1973]), p. 111. 
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“Manasseh. A Targum reading He broke down” is followed at Ezekiel 
19:7. 


In a number of cases the NIV has registered versional readings in the 
margin that have not ordinarily been registered in English translations; for 
example, “all the wild animals of" (Gen. 1:26) is from Syriac. 

The NIV supplies the age of Saul from a few late Septuagint manu¬ 
scripts and supplies the length of his reign from Acts 13:21 (I Sam. 13:1). 

The NIV reader has not been invariably informed when a versional or 
conjectural reading is being followed. For example, “the rest of it” (Exod. 
29:12) for “all the blood,” and “beside him” (I Kings 1:2) which in the 
Masoretic text is “in your bosom” are from paraphrased readings. The NIV' 
follows the Septuagint in reading “crown” rather than the Masoretic text 

hut gives no note (Zech. 6:11). The accompanying verb of verse 14 
is singular. In other passages where the RSV accepts a versional reading 
and notes that it does, the NIV, though following the same reading, has 
no notation (I Sam. 2:14, 29; 17:12; 22:3 [conflation], 14; 24:10 [11]; 30:2). 

In the New Testament, the NIV allies with translations of the twentieth 
century in following a critically reconstructed text rather than the Text us 
Receptus. The result is that yerses and phrases carried in the Textus 
Receptus (and thereby found in the KJV), but not supported by the older 
evidence, are relegated to the margin in forty-five cases. The RSV 7 and 
NIV are in agreement over the omission of all of these except one; the 
RSV includes the phrase “and Sidon” (Mark 7:24) in its text with a note 
concerning its absence in some manuscripts. In.twelve of the cases (Matt. 
5:44; 15:14; 27:35; Mark 12:23; Luke 11:2, 4; Rom. 8:1b; 11:6b; I Cor. 
10:28b; Col. 1:2, 14; I John 5:7, 8), both omit the same material, but the 
RSV carries no note of the omission. The NIV notes the omission of I John 
5:7b-8a despite the fact that the passage occurs in no ancient Greek manu¬ 
script—only in late ones. 

Of the eighteen passages carried in the text of the NIV with a note 
concerning the omission of phrases in some manuscripts, the NIV differs 

from the RSV in only six. The RSV relegates the material to the margin 
at Matthew 12:47; 21:44; Mark 3:14; and Ephesians 1:1. The RSV carries 
the phrases “against you” (Matt. 18:15) and “If God is glorified in him” 

(John 13:32) in the text without noting that they are omitted in some 
manuscripts. All of these phrases, though bracketed in the UBS text, are 

given a “C” rating of authenticity. 


crowns 
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The long passages of Mark 16:9-20 and John 7:53 — 8:11 are set off from 
the rest of the text in the NIV, with a note that they are absent in “the 
two most reliable early manuscripts." Although the first printings of the 
RSV relegated these passages to the footnotes, current printings treat them 
in the same manner as the NIV. 

Forty-eight cases of variant readings in the New Testament are cited b 
t he NIV . I n. fourteen of these (Luke 11:2; John 14:7; Acts 7:46; 10:19; 
15:18; I Cor. 14:38; II Cor. 1:11; 8:7; Col. 2:3; Heb. 8:8; 10:38; James 2:20; 


H 


accepted into the text ; b ut the NIV calls attention to the variant while th e 
RSV do es not . The UBS text is in agreement with these judgments except 
in four cases where it favors "house" (Acts 7:46) over “God," "your love 
for us” (II Cor. 8:7) over “our love for you," “from a pure heart" (I Peter 
1:22) over "heart,” and “chains" (II Peter 2:4) over “dungeons” or “pits.” 

In thirteen cases (Luke 3:32, 33; 10:1, 17; 14:5; John 1:18; 5:2; 7:8; Acts 
20:28; Col. 1:12; I Thess. 3:2; I John 2:20; Jude 5) the NIV and RSV select 

different variants. At II Peter 3:10 different variants are also chosen, but 

the RSV does not note a variant. Of these variants, the UBS text agrees 
with the judgment of the RSV at Luke 3:32, 33; John 5:2; 7:8; and I John 
2:20, but agrees with the NIV against the RSV at Luke 10:1, 17; 14:5; 
Acts 20:28; Colossians 1:12; I Thessalonians 3:2; II Peter 3:10; and Jude 5, 
The UBS differs from both in its preference for “only God,” John 1:18. In 
the remaining twenty-one cases the NIV and the RSV are in agreement 

on the text and the note. 

There are fewer textual notes in the NIV than in the RSV, NEB, or 
NASB. Galatians, Philippians, II Timothy, and Titus have none; Ephesians 
(1:1), I Thessalonians (3:2), I Timothy (3:16) and Revelation (13:1) have 

only one each. Colossians has seven (1:2, 7, 12, 14; 2:2; 3:4, 6), and 
II Thessalonians has two (2:3, 13). 

The NIV sometimes makes a choice between variants without a nota- 


the UBS text, which gives “King of the nations" a “C” probability. The 
Text us Receptus reads “King of saints.” The reading “The grace of the 
Lord Jesus be with God’s people. Amen” (Rev. 22:21) is also at variance 
with the UBS text which prefers “The grace of the Lord Jesus be with 
all” and omits the “Amen.” Luke 22:19b-20, which the UBS text gives 
“C” probability, and the phrases “and was taken up into heaven” (Luke 
24:51) and “worshipped him and” (Luke 24:52) are included without no- 
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tation. The inclusion gets a D rating with the UBS text. The RSV carries 
notes on them. 

Although the NIV and the NASB are both in general agreement with 
the Nestle critical text, they differ from each other in some details on 
textual choices. The NIV includes in its text certain verses and phrases 
which are bracketed in the UBS text and which are given a “D” probability. 
The NASB carried them only in its marginal notes. Luke 24:12, bracketed 
in the text of the NASB, is included in the NIV without notation. The 
phrases “Peace be with you” (Luke 24:36), “When he had said this, he 

showed them his hands and feet” (Luke 24:40), “was taken up into heaven" 
(Luke 24:51), and “worshipped him” (Luke 24:52) are included. The var¬ 
iants “their children" (Acts 13:33) as opposed to “your children,” and “God” 

(Gal. 1:15) as opposed to “he” are chosen. Still other variants—“believe 
in me” (Mark 9:42) as compared with “believes," “the Father” (John 8:16) 

as compared with “He," and “If you were” (John 8:39) as compared with 
“If you are"—which are included in the NIV, are given a “C” probability 
in the UBS text. In these cases the NIV represents a more current view 
of textual questions than the NASB does; however, at Luke 24:6, the NIV 
differs from the NASB in the insertion of “with you,” which seems unsup¬ 
ported in either the UBS or the Nestle texts. 

It is inevitable that different textual scholars will give different weight 
to the manuscript evidence supporting textual variants. The United Bible 
Societies’ Greek Text and Commentary differ from both the RSV and NIV 
at II Thessalonians 2:13. The NIV accepts a text at variance with most 
current textual critics at Revelation 15:3 and 22:21 without a notation. 


Changing Editions 

The Committee on Bible Translation has maintained an open invitation 
to suggestions from readers. The Gospel of John in the first edition of the 
New Testament benefited in numerous instances from suggestions readers 
made on its preliminary publication. 6 In the completed NIV, alternate 
translations, not given in the preliminary publications of Proverbs, Eccle¬ 
siastes, Isaiah, and Daniel, are carried at Proverbs 3:6; Isaiah 24:22; 28:15; 
33:9; 54:11; 60:9; 65:20. One new note (Isa. 54:11) calls attention to un¬ 
certainty about the meaning of a word. In new notes of an explanatory 

ACT: A Contemporary Translation," The Bible in New York 16 (October 3969): 3, 
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nature, “conies" are “the hyrax or rock badger (Prov. 30:26) and Asherah 
poles" are 

A few note changes concern the underlying text. That to Ecclesiastes 
12:6, reading: “Septuagint, Vulgate, and Syriac; Hebrew ‘is removed, 1 ” is 
dropped. Isaiah 38:11 adds a note: “A few Hehrew manuscripts; most 
Hebrew manuscripts 'in the place of cessation.’ ’’ Isaiah 66:18 reverses the 
authority cited and identifies the marginal reading with the Septuagint 
rather than with the Hebrew as in the earlier edition. 

Removing “Syria” and moving “Aram” into the text accounts for the 
dropping of some notes (Isa. 7:1, 2, 4, 5, 8; 9:12; 17:3). “The Bahylonians” 
is moved into the text and “the Chaldeans” into the margin (Isa. 13:19; 
23:13; 47:1, 5; 48:14, 20). The notes to “Cush" shift its identification from 
“ancient Ethiopia” to “the upper Nile region" (Isa. 11:11; 18:1; 20:3, 5; 
37:9; 43:3; 45:14). “Release” (Isa. 61:1} is moved into the text and “recovery 
of sight” into the margin, thereby correcting the mixed figure “recovery 
of sight to the prisoners." Metric equivalents are added to notes on meas¬ 
ures (e.g., Dan. 3:1). 

The NIV New Testament, appearing in its second edition, has made 

■- J ... 

changes in text, notes, and translation from the first edition. At least one 

hundred five new notes have been added in the New Testament. Textual 
variants not listed in the first edition are listed at Matthew 18:15; 27:46; 
John 3:13; 14:17; Romans 11:31; Colossians 2:13; 3:4; 4:8; I Thessalonians 
1:1. Many of the new notes deal with renderings differing from those in 
the text. The use of “capstone” carries an alternate “cornerstone” (Matt. 
21:42; Mark 12:10; Luke 20:17; Acts 4:11; I Peter 2:7). “Hades” has the 
alternate "hell” (Matt. 16:18); the spelling “Eloi” (Matt. 27:46)7harmonized 
with Mark 15:34, in place of “Eli" has a note. It is suggested that “Ara¬ 
maic" is “possihly Hebrew” (Acts 21:2, 40). The rendering “sinful nature" 
for sarx drew fire from critics of the NIV; now it regularly carries the 
alternate “Or flesh” (Rom. 7:5, 18, 25; 8:3, 4, 5, 9, 12, 13; 13:14; I Cor. 5:5; 
Gal. 5:13, 16, 17, 19, 24; 6:8; Eph. 2:3; Col. 2:11, 13; II Peter 2:10). “To 

lead us to Christ” (Gal. 3:24) carries the alternate “until Christ came." 

or “by” in baptismal settings carries the alternate “in” (Mark 1:8; 
Acts 1:5; 11:16; I Cor. 12:13). Other notes with conciliatory alternate ren¬ 
derings include “after” (Acts 19:2) and “is from faith to faith” (Rom. 1:17). 
“Sonship” carries the alternate “adoption" (Rom. 8:15), “martyr” that of 
"witness" (Acts 22:20), and “one" that of “something" (Luke 11:31, 32). 
Where American sums of money, measures of content, and measures of 


symbols of the goddess Asherah (Isa. 17:8; 27:9). 


With 
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length have been used, the Greek terms are usually given in transliteration 
with metric equivalents supplied (Matt 5:26; 14:24; Mark 12:42; Luke 12:6, 
59; 16:6, 7; 21:2; 24:13). Attention is called to some cases in which Greek 

has a plural (Luke 5:4; 22:31; John 1:51) and to others in which it has a 
singular (Acts 13:47). 

Scripture cross-references have been added at Ephesians 4:26; Hebrews 
12:13; II Peter 1:17; Revelation 19:15; more cross-references were added 
to those previously cited at Matthew 15:4; Mark 7:10; Romans 15:9; Gala¬ 
tians 3:16. A second reference is dropped at Romans 11:34; Hebrews 1:6. 

A very few notes carried in the first edition are dropped from the second. 
The rendering "Why do you involve me?” (John 2:4; cf. 19:26) with the 
note “Greek ‘involve me, woman’ (a polite form of address)” is dropped, 
and “Dear woman” is now in the text. A cross-reference is omitted at 
II Corinthians 3:16. The alternate translations “Or sanctuaries” (Matt. 17:4; 
Mark 9:5; Luke 9:33) and “Or High Council" (John 11:47) are absent, as 
is “Or Originator” (Heb. 2:10; 12:2). 

Explanations that occurred in close proximity are combined to make 
fewer notes than were in the first edition (e.g., Matt. 21:9, 15; Mark 1:23, 
26, 27). The note regularly accompanying “leprosy" in the text has been 
modified to read “The Greek word was used for various diseases affecting 
the skin—not necessarily leprosy” (cf. Luke 5:12). Changes within the text 
have brought about modifications in the notes at Matthew 9:18, John 2:23, 
and Acts 23:23. The verse number missing in the first edition at Hebrews 
5:5 is inserted. Some notes modify the American equivalents given to 
distances (e.g., “200 miles” becomes “about 180” [Rev. 14:20] and “1500” 
becomes “about 1400” [Rev. 21:16]). “Day’s wage" becomes “day's wages” 
(Luke 7:41). 

The translation, “My daughter has just died” (Matt. 9:18) replaces “is 
at the point of death”; “believed in his name" (John 2:23) replaces “trusted 
in his name.” “If it were not so, I would have told you” (John 14:2) replaces 
"otherwise...,” "the one doomed to destruction" replaces “child of hell” 
(John 17:12), “gave up his spirit” (John 19:30) replaces “gave up his life” 
in order to harmonize with Matthew 27:50 and Luke 23:46, “who believed” 
(Acts 11:17) replaces “when we believed," “spirit of sonship” (Rom. 8:15) 
replaces “Spirit who makes you sons,” “God’s people" used for hagioi 
reverts to the traditional “saints” (I Cor. 6:2), “to will and to act” (Phil. 
2:13) replaces “to will and to do,” “in the order of Melchizedek” (Heb. 
6:20) replaces “just like Melchizedek," and “ark of the covenant” (Heb. 9:4) 
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replaces “chest of the covenant.” The adjective "spiritual (I Peter 4:10) is 
dropped 

These are only samplings of the changes that have been made. Further 
consideration will be given to suggestions from readers at five-year inter¬ 
vals. As has become standard in translations, the NIV will be progressively 

improved. 


Features of the Translation 

The Traditional 

Not seeking variety for novelty's sake, the NIV is a combination of 
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trad itio nal re nderings, renderings that have previously appeared in other 
modem translations, and innovative renderings . The language does not 
startle or shock; striking, novel, and racy language has been avoided. The 
NIV uses the traditional “son of a perverse and rebellious woman” (I Sam. 
20:30) and “May your money perish with you” (Acts 8:20) rather than the 
coarser renderings of some other versions. 

Those who already know the English Bible will find enough of the 
traditional forms to make them feel at home. Sonorous phrases like “gorg¬ 
ing on meat and guzzling wine ," pr 
as too flamboyant. “Eating of meat and drinking of wine” was chosen. 
“Amen” is retained as an affirmative both in secular (1 Kings 1:36) and 
religious (Neh. 5:13; 8:6; Rev. 3:14) settings. “Long live King Adonijah 
[Solomon]” (I Kings 1:25, 34, 39) is retained. “Shadow of death" (Job 

38:17; Ps. 23:4) is retained with the alternates “Or ‘deep shadows’" and 
“Or ‘through the darkest valley’ ”; but the same term is also “darkness" at 
Jeremiah 2:6. The woman of Isaiah 7:14 and Mary (Matt. 1:18; Luke 1:31) 
are “with child," but all other expectant women are “pregnant” (Gen. 29:32; 
11 Kings 4:17). The reader will find “Hallowed be your name,” “debtors," 
and "debts" (in the prayer of Matt. 6:9ff.); “fishers of men" (Mark 1:17); 

“a great company of the heavenly host" (Luke 2:13), and “have not love" 

(I Cor. 13:1, 2, 3). 

Some traditional religious terminology is retained. For example, “tithe” 
is used in Numbers 18:25ff., and Deuteronomy 12:17, though outside the 
Pentateuch “tenth" is used. Also, theological words like “justification” 
(Rom. 4:25; 5:16, 18), “saint" (I Cor. 6:2), "sanctifying" (IIThess. 2:13; 
1 Peter 1:2), and “blood" (I Peter 1:19; Rev. 12:11) are retained. The term 


for Isaiah 22; 13 , were re je cted 
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“speaking in tongues (with “languages” in the margin; Acts 2:4, 10:46; 
19:6; I Cor. 14:1) is retained, making no distinction between the phenom¬ 
enon of Acts 2 and of I Corinthians 14. 

In certain cases RSV innovations are rejected in favor of a return to a 
KJV phrase. Ishmael is “mocking” (Gen. 21:9) rather than “playing.” There 
is a reversion to the spelling “Beelzebub" (Mark 3:22) with "Beezeboul” 
or “Beelzeboul” carried only as a footnote. Psalm 42:1 reads “As the deer 
pants for (RSV “longs for”) streams of water” despite the fact that the act 
of panting is not explicit in the original verb. 

Innovative Renderings 

The NIV has a long list of what may be called “experimental render¬ 
ings” —renderings which must wait the evaluation of time. 


Divine name 

Like most English translations, “ Lord” has been chosen to rende r 
Yahweh . Adon Yahweh (Exod. 23:17) and the Qere form, Adonai 
'elohim, both become “Sovereign Lord” (Judg. 6:22; II Sam. 7:22, 28, 29; 
Isa. 7:7; Jer. 1:6; cf. Rev. 6:10) as in the GNB; but the same term with 
'elohim actually written in the text is "Lord God” (II Sam. 7:25; Dan. 9:3), 

also following the pattern set by the GNB. Adonai seba'oth is “Lord 

Almighty” (I Sam. 4:4; 15:2; II Sam. 6:2, 18; Isa. 1:24; Nah. 3:5; Hab. 2:13; 
Hag. 1:2, 5, 7, 9); and 'Elohim seba 'oth is “God almighty” (Ps. 80:7 [8], 
14 [15]). “Lord Almighty" is then adopted in the New Testament for 
kuriou Sa booth (James 5:4). The introduction to the NIV claims that 
these terms convey the sense that God is sovereign over all the “hosts” 
(armies) of Israel, admits that a confusion is created in that Shaddai is 
also rendered “Almighty” (Exod. 6:3; Isa. 13:6; Joel 1:15), but claims that 
the footnotes resolve the confusion. However, one must feel that there is 
a loss of clarity where the text plays on seba ’ in a statement like “Lord 
Almighty, the God of the armies of Israel” (I Sam. 17:45). Furthermore, 
the rendering “the Lord, the Lord Almighty" for Adonai Yahweh Seba'oth 

(Isa. 10:16, 23, 24, 33) is rather awkward. 


Religious Institutions 


When one looks at the religious institutions in the NIV he finds some 

new terms. That which he knew as the "pe ace offer ing" (RSV) ha s now 
become a 


(Exod. 20:24, 32:6; Lev. 3:1; Judg. 21:4), 
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“grain offering (Lev. 2:1). The 


and the “cgreal offering h as become a 

tabernacle is covered with “hides of sea cows” (Num. 4:12) where the RSV 


had “goatskins." The ’aron 'es is at times a wooden chest (Exod. 25:10; 

Deut. 10:1) with a note that it is “an ark”; however, ordinarily “ark” is 
used. The “teraphim” become “household gods” (Gen. 31:19, 34) or “idols” 
(Judg. 18:18; I Sam. 19:13,16), and the peset (Judg. 18:30 is also an “idol.” 


Personal names 


are in the KJV, 

though without the variety in spelling exercised by the KJV. The effort to 
reflect the divergent spelling of names in Hebrew and Greek is abandoned 
in favor of a common spelling; for example, Hizkiah is “Hezekiah” (Zeph. 

1:1). “Hiram” is “Huram” (I Kings 7:13, 40, 45). Notes may at times in¬ 
dicate that a name has been spelled two or more ways in the original. At 
times, slight interpretative shifts are made. Where the Hebrew text and 
the RSV have “Milcom” or “Malcom,” the NIV renders the name “Molech” 
(Zeph. 1:5). The spelling “Toi” is abandoned in favor of “Tou” (II Sam. 8:9, 
10; I Chron. 18:9, 10). 

Perhaps most innovative is the relegation of the transliterated name 
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“Ahasuerus” to the footnote while using “Xerxes” in the text as the GNB 
did, informing the reader that it is a variant of '“Ahasuerus” (Ezra 4:6; Dan. 
9:1). A differently worded note is encountered at Esther 1:1, and then no 
note at all is given at Esther 1:10, 15, 16, 17; 8:10, 12; 9:2; 10:1, 3. 
“Ashurbanipal” in the text (Ezra 4:10) carries a note that he is to be 
identified with the traditional name “Osnapper.” “Jechoniah” (Jer. 27:20; 
28:4; 29:2) and “Coniah” (Jer. 22:24, 28) are rendered “Jehoiachin.” 

“Gashmu” is “Geshem” (Neh. 6:6) and “Bigthan” is “Bigthana” (Esther 

2 : 21 ). 


Most proper names in the NIV are spelled as they 


Geographical terms 

There are some innovations in geographical terminology. Nahal, mostly 
rendered “valley" (I Kings 2:37), may be “gorge” (Deut 3:12; Josh. 13:9, 
16), “river" (Josh. 12:2; Judg. 4:7, 13; 5:21), “ravine" (Josh. 16:8; 17:9; 
I Sam. 30:9, 10; Isa. 15:7), or “brook" (I Kings 17:6, 7; Prov. 18:4). Earlier 
translations used “brook,” “river," and “valley” for nahal. In the NIV one 
encounters "Wadi of Egypt” for the southern boundary of Palestine (I Kings 
8:65; Isa. 27:12; Ezek. 48:28) and the “Amon Gorge” (Josh. 13:9, 16) for 
the stream in Ttans-Jordan. In some cases “rivers” have become “canals," 
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as the “Ahava Canal (Ezra 8:15, 21, 31). The term Negev is at some 
points transliterated (I Sam. 30:1; Isa. 30:6) but at others is “southland" 
(Isa. 21:1). The district previously known by the transliterated term "Sheph- 
elah” becomes “the foothills” (IlChron. 1:15). “Wells of the Jaakanites” 
(Deut. 10:6) replaces “Beeroth Bene-jaakan." “Stone quarries” (Josh. 7:5) 
replaces “Shebarim." 

“Shinar” becomes “Babylonia” (Isa. 11:11; Dan. 1:2; Zeeh. 5:11); “Chal¬ 
dea" is “Babylonia" (Jer. 51:24), and "Chaldeans 
some settings (Jer. 51:24; Dan. 1:4; 5:30), accompanied by a note (Isa. 
13:19; Jer. 24:5; 25:12). At other times "Chaldeans” are “astrologers" (Dan. 
2:4). “Pathros” becomes “Upper Egypt" (Isa. 11:11; Jer. 43:1), and "Egypt 
and Pathros" becomes “Upper and Lower Egypt” (Jer. 44:15). “Noph" is 
“Memphis” (Jer. 2:16), and “temple of the sun" replaces “Heliopolis” (Jer. 
44:13). The territory to the northeast of Israel, previously called “Syria,” 
is “Aram” (II Kings 6:8ff.; Hos. 12:12; Ezek. 27:16); the people from there 
are “Arameans" (I Kings 20:20; 22:11, II Sam. 8:6; 10:13ff.), and their lan¬ 
guage is “Aramaic" (Ezra 4:7; Isa. 36:11). The area “Yaudi" (II Kings 14:28) 
has a note “Or Judah.” 

The phrase which the RSV translated “entrance of Hamath” is translit¬ 
erated “Lebo Hamath” (Num. 13:21; Judg. 3:3) as has become common 
in current scholarship. The NIV also gives a transliteration “Leb Kamai” 
(Jer. 51:1) where the RSV has “Chaldea.” In some other terms the NIV 
has followed the RSV in transliterating geographical terms which were 
translated in the KJV: “Beth Haggan” (II Kings 9:27), “Beth Eked of the 
Shepherds" (II Kings 10:12), and “Havvoth Jair” (Deut. 3:14). 

There is continued acceptance of certain geographical identifications 
already made in the RSV. “Kittim" is Cyprus (Isa. 23:1, 12; Ezek. 27:6), 
but is only so in a note at Jeremiah 2:10; it is “western coastlands” at 
Daniel 11:30. “The River” is the “Euphrates River” (Isa. 11:15), and the 
Persian province is that of “TYans-Euphrates” (Ezra 4:10). 

The NIV makes some geographical identifications not made in the RSV; 
for example, “Canaan” becomes “Phoenicia" (Isa. 23:11). The place where 
Jeremiah hid his clothes (Jer. 13:4), which previously was “Euphrates,” 
becomes “Perath,” with “Euphrates” in the margin. The valley at Jerusa¬ 
lem, previously that of the “son of Hinnom," becomes “of Ben Hinnom" 

(II Chron. 28:3; Jer. 32:35). 

Other terms are identified in the notes in keeping with current views: 
“Caphtor” with “Crete" (Deut. 2:23; Amos 9:7), “Sea of Kinnereth" with 


Babylonians” in 


are 
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the “Sea of Galilee” (Num. 34:1; Josh 12:3; 13:27), “the Salt Sea (Deut. 

3:17; Josh. 3:16) and the “Sea of the Arabah” (II Kings 14:25) with the 
“Dead Sea," the “Western Sea” (Deut. 11:24) and the “Great Sea” (Josh. 
9:1; Ezek. 47:10) with the “Mediterranean," and “Cush" with “the upper 
Nile region" (Amos 9:7). However, “the Sea of the Philistines" (Exod. 

23:31) carries no identification. 


Miscellaneous words 


The “winter rain” and the “spring rain (Hos. 6:3), though paraphrastic, 
clarify weather terms in keeping with the climate of Palestine. The “milo" 
of Jerusalem is identified with “terraces” (I Kings 9:15, 24). 'Elon which 
has traditionally been “oak” or “terebinth” of Moreh or of Mamre (KJV, 
“plain”) becomes “great trees” (Gen. 12:6; 13:18; 14:13; 18:1; Deut. 11:30); 
however, “oaks of Bashan” is retained (Isa. 2:13; Ezek. 27:6; Zech. 11:2). 
The term “oak” (for 'allon ) has been used in some cases (Gen. 35:8; Isa. 
6:13; 44:14; Hos. 4:13; Amos 2:9). 

A distinctive vocabulary change has Noah’s ark to be made of “cypress 
wood” (Gen. 6:14) with a note that the meaning of the Hebrew word is 
uncertain. Sopher, traditionally “scribe," is “teacher” (Ezra 7:6) and “sec¬ 
retary” (Isa. 36:22; 37:2). What was traditionally “gird your loins” is “tuck 
your cloak into your belt" (II Kings 9:1; etc.). Sara'at, which has tradi¬ 
tionally been translated “leprosy,” becomes “an infectious skin disease” 
(accompanied by a note to the traditional rendering) when a disease of 
mankind (Lev. 13:1 ff.); however, when actual persons are victims, “leprosy” 
is retained (Num. 12:10; II Kings 5:lff.; 7:3; IlChron. 26:19, 20, 21, 23; cf. 
Mark 1:40; Luke 5:12), and the alternate term is given in a note. It was 
discovered that the term “leper" was considered derogatory; hence, “but 
he had leprosy” is used (II Kings 5:1). When the disease affects “clothing” 
(Lev. 13:47ff.) or houses (Lev. 14:33-34), it is called “mildew." 


Another innovative rendering is that of the incompleted-oath formula: 

which 


traditionally, “May the Lord do so and may he add to it ... 
becomes "May the Lord deal ... be it ever so severely" (ISam. 20:13; 
25:22; II Sam. 3:9, 35; 19:13; I Kings 2:23; 19:2; II Kings 6:31). That which 
was “Books of the Chronicles of the Kings” becomes at times “annals of 

the Kings” (I Kings 15:7; etc.); however, “chronicles" is retained in some 
passages (Esther 6:1) and in the titles of the canonical books. Distinctive 
to the NIV is the rendering “love ... always protects" (I Cor. 13:7). 
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Of the translations that have theological import, perhaps the choice of 
“grave” regularly accompanied by a note (Gen. 37:35; 42:38; 44:29, 31; 
Num. 16:30, 33; I Sam. 2:6; I Kings 2:6, 9; Job 7:9; Pss. 6:5; 9:17; Prov. 
1:12; 7:27; 9:18; 30:16; Isa. 14:9, 11, 15; 28:15, 18; 38:18; 57:9) for the 

rendering of sheol will provoke much discussion. Though the KJV had 

used “grave” in about half of the occurrences of sheol, the ASV and the 
RSV consistently transliterated the term. The NIV also reverts to using 
“grave" for hades (Acts 2:27, 31) when an Old Testament passage is being 
quoted, though in the other occurrences it uses “Hades" (Matt. 16:18; Rev. 

1:18; 6:8; 20:13,14) and “depths” (Matt. 11:23; Luke 10:15). Hades is once 
rendered “hell" (Luke 16:23), and the participle tartaroun is also once 
“hell” (II Peter 2:4). “Pit” carries a note “grave” (Job 33:22, 24, 28, 30; but 
not at Pss. 28:1; 30:3, 9; etc.). 


Accuracy 

The question of technical accuracy must be faced in regard to some 
choices. “Nitre” (KJV) and “lye” (RSV) in Proverbs 25:20 and Jeremiah 
2:22 become “soda”; in Job 9:30 “snow" becomes “soap." The Kethib 
reading hare yonim with the Qere reading dibyonim becomes “seed 
pods” (II Kings 6:25) which, though conjectural, certainly sounds more 
palatable than “dove’s dung.” A pen with a “flint point" (Jer. 17:1) replaces 
“diamond point.” The Bene nebi'im (“sons of the prophets") are a "com¬ 
pany of prophets” (II Kings 6:1; 9:1). 

Those figures who have traditionally been called “judges” (cf. Judg. 
2:16, 17-19; Ruth 1:1) are “leaders” (I Sam. 7:6; II Sam. 7:11; IChron. 17:6, 
10) who are said to have “led” (not “judged”) Israel (Judg. 4:4; 10:2; 12:7; 
15:20; I Sam. 4:18; 8:5, 6, 20); yet the term “judges” is retained for them 
in the New Testament (Acts 13:20). 

Qoheleth becomes “the Teacher,” and he complains “Meaningless! 
Meaningless!... Utterly meaningless! Everything is meaningless!” (Eccles. 
1:1). The animals Solomon acquired by trade are “baboons” (I Kings 10:22; 
the RSV has “peacocks,” giving “baboons” as a marginal alternate). The 
coats of Joseph and of Tamar are “ornamented” robes (Gen. 37:3, 23, 32; 

II Sam. 13:18, 19). 

Modem Speech 

While striving for accuracy, dignity, and clarity, the NIV has moved 
beyond the RSV, the NEB, and the NASB in attaining a contemporary 
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style for the English reader. The Psalms and the liturgical passages have 

been completely retranslated. “You" and “your" with appropriate current 
verb forms have been used throughout when addressing either God or man. 
“Brother” has been used throughout rather than the traditional “brethren." 
Contractions (cf. Exod. 5:17; Judg. 11:7; I Kings 3:26) are used in human 
conversation (including that of Jesus), but are not used when God is ad¬ 
dressed or when God speaks. 

The N1V aims at an English untainted by either Briticisms or Ameri¬ 
canisms. Though “cubits” is retained for the measurements of the taber¬ 
nacle (Exod. 27) and the temples of Solomon (I Kings 6:10, 16ff.) and 
Ezekiel (Ezek. 42:3; 45:3; 48:8, 9), the notes carry equivalents in yards, 
feet, and inches, and sometimes give metrical equivalents. However, the 
ark of Noah (Gen. 6:15), the great image of Nebuchadnezzar (Dan. 3:1), 
Zerubbabel’s temple (Ezra 6:4), Haman’s gallows (Esther 5:14), and some 
other objects (Josh. 3:4; Zech. 5:2) are measured in feet and inches, with 
the cubits and the metric equivalents in the notes. The New Testament 
uses “miles” (Luke 24:13; John 6:19; 11:18) in some cases, but retains 
"stadia” (Rev. 14:20; 21:16) in others. "Acre" (I Sam. 14:14; Isa. 5:10) is 
used where the Hebrew had “yoke.” A note explains that “yoke” is the 
area a pair of oxen could plow in a day (I Sam. 14:14). 

TYans 1 iterated names of wet and dry measures are retained in the Old 
Testament with an effort made in the notes to give current equivalents; 
however, the aphah is in one case “a measuring basket" (Zech. 5:6; cf. 

7-11). The New Testament is more bold and uses “gallons” and “bushels” 
(Luke 16:6, 7; John 2:6) in the text for measures. There is a table of 
weights and measures at the end of the volume. 

Money sums are given in transliterated terms such as “shekel" (Gen. 

23:15; Exod. 21:32), “drachma," and “mina” (Ezra 2:69). Where the value 

is unknown, “pieces of silver" (Gen. 33:19; Josh. 24:32), accompanied by 

a note, may be used. The New Testament uses “talents” or “talents of 

money” (Matt. 18:23-25; 25:14-30) and “denarius” (Matt. 18:28; Mark 12:15; 

Luke 20:24); but for “mina” it may use “eight months’ wages” (John 6:7), 
and for “300 denarii, 

“mina” (Luke 19:13) replaces the traditional “pound” derived from British 
coinage in Jesus’ parable. 

Time is sometimes given in modem terms 

(Acts 10:3), “about noon” (Acts 10:9)—but elsewhere is retained in the 

traditional “sixth hour” and “ninth hour” (Luke 23:44). “On the third day” 


a years wages” (John 12:5). The transliteration 


three in the afternoon 
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is “the day after tomorrow (I Sam. 20:19). The TYoas meeting is “on the 
first day of the week” (Acts 20:7) with no note to a contrary view. 

Some terms which traditionally have been transliterated in English ver¬ 
sions have been translated. “Abaddon” becomes “Destruction” (Job 26:6; 

28:22; 31:12), but must be retained with “Apollyon” in the New Testament 
(Rev. 9:11) because of the explanation there given. “Lemuel, king of Massa" 

becomes “King Lemuel—an oracle,” with a note to the other possibility 
(Prov. 31:1). “Muth-labben” in the Psalm title (9:1) becomes “The Death 

of the Son,” “mammon” becomes “money” (Matt. 6:24; Luke 16:13), but 

“Raca" is still “Raca” (Matt. 5:22). “ Ephod ” as an item of clothing (Judg. 
18:17; I Sam. 2:18, 28; 14:3; 22:18; 23:9; 30:7) remains unexplained. Where 

the RSV translated “Hephzibah” as “My delight is in her" and “Beulah" 
as “Married" (Isa. 62:4), the NIV reverts to transliteration; and the reversion 
seems unjustified when the other two female names of the passage, “De¬ 
serted" and “Desolate,” are translated. 

In the NIV, lesser-known English terms are replaced by more familiar 
ones. For example, “glen” gives way to “ravine” (Zech. 1:8), “brand” to 
“burning stick” (Amos 4:11; Zech. 3:2), “lees” to “dregs” (Zeph. 1:12), and 
“mantelet” (Nah. 2:5) to "protective shield.” A “hind” is a “doe” (Gen. 
49:21; Jer. 14:5). “Mad” gives way to “insane” (I Sam. 21:14); however, in 
the same context “madman" (I Sam. 21:13,15; II Kings 2:11,12; Jer. 29:26) 

and “madness” (Deut. 28:28; Eccles. 1:17; 2:12; 7:25; 9:3; 10:13; Zech. 12:4; 

II Peter 2:16) are retained where “insanity" and “insane man” would appear 

to have been better choices. “Anointed with oil” becomes “rubbed with 
oil" (II Sam. 1:21), "hinds' feet” become "feet of a deer” (II Sam. 22:34), 
and “the sycamore” becomes “sycamore-fig” (I Kings 10:27; Amos 7:14; 

Luke 19:4). All the “asses” have become “donkeys.” “Ascent of” becomes 
“up the road to” (II Kings 9:27). 

“The verdure is no more” (Isa. 15:6) becomes "nothing green is left.” 
“Pottage” becomes “stew” (Gen. 25:29; Hag. 2:12), “kinsman” becomes 
“relative" (Gen. 31:37), and “sojourn" becomes “stayed” (Gen. 37:1). “Wil¬ 
derness” as a rendering for midhbar has been replaced by “desert” (Deut. 
1:19; 32:51) or "wasteland” (II Sam. 2:24), calling to mind a more accurate 

image of the areas concerned; but 'arabah remains as 
40:3). “Yeast” is used where one read “leaven” before (Deut. 16:3, 4), but 
“unleavened” (Exod. 12:39; 13:7; Deut. 16:8) and “Feast of Unleavened 
Bread” (Lev. 23:6) have at times been retained. "Interest” is an improve¬ 
ment over “usury” (Deut. 23:19), though “usury” still occurs in some set- 


wilderness (Isa. 
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tings (Neh. 5:10; Ezek. 18:17). “Jug” (I Kings 17:12) replaces "cruse, and 

“dynasty” (I Kings 11:38) replaces “sure house.” “Dog” is "male prostitute” 
(Deut. 23:18), hut not at Revelation 22:15. “Abomination” is “detestable 

god” (I King 11:5) or 

causes 

Family relations are more detailed than is traditional; hence, ’a both 

becomes "forefathers” (Zech. 1:4; etc.) in some settings, but may alternate 
with “fathers” in others (Jer. 34:13, 14). "Brother” becomes "uncle” where 
the context shows such a relation (II Chron. 36:10). Progonoi, traditionally 
"parents,” is elaborated to “parents and grandparents" (1 Tim. 5:4). “Son's 
son" is “grandchildren" (Exod. 10:2), “children” at times become "grand¬ 
children” (Gen. 31:28, 55), and “uncle’s daughter" is “cousin" (Esther 2:7). 
"Brother” may be “relative" (Gen. 24:27); then “brother, mother’s own son" 
(Deut. 13:7 [6]) is “very own brother." There is also “brother-in-law" (in 
the note, "father-in-law") in Judges 4:11. 

“Washerman’s Field” (II Kings 18:17; Isa. 7:3; 36:2) replaces "Fuller’s 
field,” and “launderer” replaces “fuller” (Mai. 3:2). “Cupbearer” replaces 
“butler" (Gen. 40:2ff.), "slave drivers" (Exod. 5:6) replaces “taskmasters,” 
and “gentle whisper” (I Kings 19:12) replaces “still small voice.” "Look 

after orphans and widows in their distress” (James 1:27) replaces “visit 
orphans and widows in their affliction." 

A diligent effort is made to use idioms native to English. The Queen 
of Sheba is “overwhelmed" (I Kings 10:5); earlier translations read, “there 
was no more spirit in her." "The king would then have my head” (Dan. 

1:10) is used for “so you would endanger my head with the king.” “Inflicted 
a hundred thousand casualties” (I Kings 20:29) is used for “smote a hundred 
thousand foot soldiers.” “In high spirits" (Esther 5:9) replaces the Semitism 
“happy of heart.” "Wicked men” (Judg. 20:13) and “scoundrels” (I Kings 
21:10) replace “sons of Belial.” “Not one of them survived" replaces “none 
remained" (Exod. 14:28), and “He left no survivors" (Josh. 10:28, etc.) 
replaces “left none remaining." “The sweat of your brow” (Gen. 3:19) re¬ 
places “sweat of your face"; “don’t reduce the quota” (Exod. 5:8, 14, 18) 
is used where early translations read, “the number of bricks which they 

made heretofore you shall lay on them." “As security" (Deut. 24:6) replaces 
“in pledge." 

The NIV marks a step forward in eliminating Semitisms that through 
biblical influence have become an accepted part of English style. The 
redundant "stone him with stones” is reduced to “Stone him” (Deut. 13:10). 


detestable” (Deut. 18:12), but abomination that 
desolation" (Dan. 11:31; Matt. 24:15; Mark 13:14) is retained. 
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The sentences beginning And it came to pass” are begun in a variety of 
ways. “The liberty of the glory” (ASV, Rom. 8:21) becomes “the glorious 

freedom." At the same time, the NIV could have gone further in translating 
Semitisms into English phrases. For example, “old and full of years" (Gen. 
25:8; IChron. 23:1) and “old and well advanced in years" (Josh. 23:1, 2) 
are raw Semitisms that may be compared with “He died at a good old 
age” (I Chron. 29:28). "Daughter of Zion” (Isa. 1:8) for “Jerusalem”; “Daugh¬ 
ter of Babylon" (Zech. 2:7) for “Babylon"; and “daughter of a foreign god" 
(Mai. 2:11) for "a worshipper of a foreign god" are retained. "A man ... 

his neighbor” (Jer. 31:34) could be “one another." “Each by the sword of 
his brother" (Hag. 2:22) could be “each other’s swords." “Man of peace" 
(Luke 10:6) could have been “peaceable man,” and “Son of Encourage¬ 
ment” (Acts 4:36) could have been “an encouraging man.” 

The same movement toward current speech is evident in the New Tes¬ 
tament. There is “lazy servant” for “slothful servant" (Matt. 25:26), “also 
heaped insults on him” (Matt. 27:44; KJV, “cast the same in his teeth”), 
and “Leave him alone” (Matt. 27:49; KJV, “Let be"). There is “leather 
belt” (Mark 1:6) for “leathern girdle,” “whom I love" (Mark 1:11) for “be¬ 
loved,” “everyone is looking for you” (Mark 1:37) instead of “all men seek 
for thee." We find “pledged to be married” (Luke 2:5) for "his betrothed,” 

“strips of cloth” (Luke 2:7) for “swaddling clothes” (KJV, ASV) or “swad¬ 
dling cloths" (RSV), “piece of bread” (John 13:26) for “morsel of bread,” 

and “physical body” (Col. 1:22) for “body of flesh.” 

Colloquialisms have not been avoided; for example, “Where is your big 

talk now ... ?" (Judg. 9:38). One reads “holds a grudge” (Gen. 50:15) and 
“nursed a grudge" (Mark 6:19). “Your clothes and your food” (Judg. 17:10) 
contrasts with “a suit of apparel and your living.” “But we had to cele¬ 
brate" (Luke 15:32) is used for “it was fitting to make merry.” “You’re out 
of your mind” (Acts 12:15) replaces “you are mad." Paul "talked on and 
on” (Acts 20:9). We read, “those who sit in judgment on me” (I Cor. 9:3); 
the RSV had “those who would examine me.” “They are not busy; they 

are busy-bodies” (IIThess. 3:11) is well expressed. 

Despite its striving for current speech, the NIV retains a few words and 

idioms that need revision. What place has “she-camel” (Jer. 2:23) in a 
translation that elsewhere freely speaks of “male” and “female” animals 
(Gen. 31:12; 32:15; Lev. 5:6; 9:3; etc.)? Why “menservants” and “maidser¬ 
vants” (Deut. 15:17; I Sam. 8:16) instead of “male slaves" and “female 
slaves”? Would not “barren" be more accurate than “sterile” for Manoah’s 
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wife (Judg. 13:2, 3)? Idioms could also have replaced “Pressed hard after 
Saul” (I Sam. 31:2) and “journeyed" (I Sam. 31:12). 

English style requires that the word order used in the original be trans¬ 
posed in the following phrases: “I and the boy” (Gen. 22:5), “I and the 
Father" (John 10:30), “I and Barnabas” (I Cor. 9:6), “me and Barnabas" 
(Gal. 2:9), “small and great” (Rev. 11:18), and “cold nor hot” (Rev. 3:15). 

More consistency in capitalization is needed: “City of David” is ordi¬ 
narily capitalized, but not so at I Kings 11:27, 43; 22:50; II Chronicles 9:31. 

"Name” is used twice in Jeremiah 34:15-16, but is only capitalized once. 
A shift from “dung" to “offal” (Exod. 29:14; Lev. 4:11; 16:27; Num. 19:5; 

Mai. 2:3) is not an improvement. How is “myriads” (Deut. 33:2) an im¬ 
provement over “thousands,” and how is “calamus” (Isa. 43:24; Jer. 6:20) 
better than “cane”? "Faced each other” might be better if it were “con¬ 
fronted each other” (IlChron. 25:21). “Tbke courage" (Ezra 10:4; Matt. 
14:27; Mark 6:50; Acts 23:11) and “Thke heart” (Matt. 9:2, 22) for tharseite 
are both understandable enough, but nei ther is a current American expres¬ 
sion; elsewhere (Mark 10:49) “cheer up” is used. “You led captives in your 
train” (Ps. 68:18; cf. Eph. 4:8) uses an archaic term. “Satraps” (Dan. 6:1) 
might have been clarified as "provinces," especially since medina is else¬ 
where translated "provinces” (Esther 1:1). 

Judgments on style are subjective with each reviewer expressing his 
own taste. 7 “The army melting away in all directions” (I Sam. 14:16) seems 
hardly the best choice of idiom (the RSV had “was surging hither and 
thither"); would not “scattering in all directions” be better? Would not 

“I have reared and brought up children" (Isa. 1:2) be preferable to “I reared 

children and brought them up”? “Then he looked for a crop of good grapes, 
but it yielded only bad ones" (Isa. 5:2) seems smoother than the NIV 

reading “but it yielded only bad fruit.” Would not “Return to him whom 
you have so greatly revolted against" be preferable to “Return to him you 
have so greatly revolted against" (Isa. 31:6)? And would it not be more 
natural to speak of "subordinates” than of “underlings” (Isa. 37:6)? Also 
cumbersome is “It will remain in his house and destroy it, both its timbers 
and its stones" (Zech. 5:4). “The city streets will be filled with boys and 
girls playing there" (Zech. 8:5) is less literal and less desirable than "playing 
in its streets" (RSV). “They spread the word concerning what had been 


7 Leland Ryken, 'The Literary Merit of the New International \tersion Christianity Ibday 23 

a much better literary achievement and more worthy of 


(October 20, 1978): 76-77, finds the RSV 


acceptance as the standard media Bible, 
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told them about this child (Luke 2:17) could be made less cumbersome. 
“Have not love” (I Cor. 13:1, 3) could have been modernized as “do not 
have love.” “Rode off... and fled" (I Sam. 30:17) is redundant. 


Degree of Literalness 


The NIV has attempted to steer a middle course between the excessive 


l iteralness of the NASB on the one hand and the excessive paraphrases of 


Phillips, the NKB, and Taylor on the other. Loyalty to the text has been 


defined in terms of a compromise hetween the Dynamic Equivalence prin¬ 


ciple and literalness, rather than in terms of Lightfoot s translation rule 
which stated, “the same English words to represent the same Greek words" 
and “as far as possible in the same order.” 8 

In the NIV nouns have been supplied for pronouns to gain clari 


in the 


NIV makes it explicit who pulled Joseph out of the pit (Gen. 37:28; cf. 

Acts 7:9). Other nouns for pronouns are “Jethro" (Exod. 18:6), “the Lord" 
(Exod. 24:16), “the table” (Exod. 25:26), “God" (Exod 3:12; Heb. 8:11), 
“Moses and Eleazer” (Num. 31:52), “people" (Heb. 8:8), and “the dragon" 
(Rev. 13:1). Third-person-singular pronouns of the original are often inter¬ 
preted as collectives (Exod. 22:22, 23; Num. 24:8; Deut. 4:37). Other pro¬ 
noun adjustments are made in Exodus 38:2, 7, 8. Fluctuations in the use 

of singular and plural in the original are adjusted in English (Exod. 39:7). 

Voice is sometimes changed from passive to active where English style 

requires it, and the genders of inanimate objects have been adjusted in 
keeping with English usage. 

Where Greek phrases recur in the New Testament they are rendered 
alike. Old Testament quotations repeated in different places in the New 
Testament are harmonized with each other (Matt. 13:13; Acts 28:26) and 
are rendered as in the Old Testament if the Greek will allow it. At the 
same time there is a simplification of language. 

The NIV has attempted to avoid anachronism; hence it uses “cloaks” 
instead of “coats," “sandals” instead of "shoes,” and “mat" instead of “bed." 
“Telescoping” is considered objectionable. “Go to the prophets of your 
father and the prophets of your mother” (II Kings 3:13) is not shortened to 


^Ci ted in Willis B. DeBoer, review of "The New International Version of the New Tbs lament, 
in Calvin Theological Journal (April 1975); 67; also see J, B + Lightfoot, On a Fresh Revision of 
the New Testament (London: Macmillan, 1972), pp. x, 33ff. 
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“Go to the prophets of your father and mother. Though the latter has the 

same meaning as the former, it lacks the flavor appropriate to its time. 
Some tendency to explanatory expansion is seen. Hence, “unclean” be- 

ceremonially unclean" (Lev. 13:3; Deut. 12:15; I Sam. 20:26; Ezek. 
22:10). Samson’s statement about the Philistines is paraphrased, “I have 
made donkeys of them" (Judg. 15:16). The massebhah is a “sacred stone" 
(Exod. 34:13; Deut. 12:3; II Kings 23:14) and ’asherim are “Asherah poles" 
(Exod. 35:13; Deut. 12:3; I Kings 16:33). “Peaceably" becomes “Yes, peace¬ 
fully" (I Kings 2:13). The “shewbread” becomes “consecrated bread” 

(IChron. 28:16; IlChron. 2:4; 29:18; Matt. 12:4; Mark 2:26; Luke 6:4; Heb. 
9:2). "Look upon” becomes “look lustfully at" (Job 31:1). “Interest" be¬ 
comes “excessive interest" (Ezek. 18:8, 13, 17; 22:12); one wonders why 
“You shall not take interest of any kind” (Lev. 25:36) calls forth the note 
"Or take exorbitant interest." “Wicked fools" (Isa. 35:8) will not go on the 
holy way. The note gives “Or the simple will not stray from it” as the 
alternate. Megedh shamayim mittal becomes “precious dew from heaven 
above” (Deut. 33:13), a translation of a corrected text. “Kinsman-redeemer" 
is given for go'el (Ruth 2:20; 3:9, 12; 4:1, 3, 6), kedheshah is “shrine 
prostitute" (Gen. 38:21, 22), “know" becomes “If you really knew me” 
(John 14:7), and "wash" becomes “ceremonial washing” (Mark 7:3). “Lights" 

become “heavenly lights” (James 1:17) and “signs” become “miraculous 
signs" (John 20:30). “Pagan revelry" (I Cor. 10:7) is used for paizen; “For 
now we really live" (1 Thess. 3:8) for nun zomen. 

There are many examples of Dynamic-Equivalence renderings. “Amen, 
Amen” (Num. 5:22) becomes “So be it.” The American.euphemism “sleep 
with” (Gen. 26:10; 35:22; 39:14; Exod. 22:16; Num. 5:19; 31:18, 35; II Sam. 
11:4) or “come to bed with” (Gen. 39:10; II Sam. 13:11) usually (but not 

always; Gen. 34:7) replaces the Hebrew one—"lay with” —to describe the 
sex act “Sleep with" (Gen. 19:8; 38:26), “lay with" (Gen. 4:1, 17, 25; I Sam. 
1:19), “have sex with" (Gen. 19:5), or "had intimate relations with" (I Kings 
1:4) replaces the euphemism “knew.” “Sleep with” is also used for "Go in 
unto” (Gen. 16:2, 4; 19:8, 38:16; II Sam. 3:7); and for “bow down upon” 
(Job 31:10). “I’m having my period” (Gen. 31:35) is used for “the manner 
of women is upon me.” 

“Go, and I wish you well” (Exod. 4:18) is substituted for “go in peace,” 
“I'm convinced” (Gen. 45:28) for “it is enough," “obey me fully” (Exod. 
19:5) for "obey my voice.” “Not loved" (Gen. 29:33), “unloved” Deut. 
21:17), or “dislike" (Deut. 22:13; 24:3; cf. Luke 14:26) is sometimes used 


comes 
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for “hated, but in other cases "hated is retained (Mai. 1:3; Rom. 9:13). 

“Flesh and blood” (Gen. 29:14; Judg. 9:2) is used where the Hebrew had 
“bone and flesh.” "Drop in a bucket” (Isa. 40:15) replaces “drop from a 
bucket" (RSV). The cry at the completion of Zerubbabel’s temple is “God 
bless it” (Zech. 4:7; RSV: “Grace, Grace to it.”). Habakkuk 2:2 becomes 
“So that a herald may run with it,” but “herald" has the note "so that 

whoever reads it.” “Empty stomachs” (Amos 4:6) replaces “cleanness of 
teeth,” "faltering lips” (Exod. 6:30) replaces “uncircumcised lips,” “forbid¬ 
den” (Lev. 19:23) is used for “uncircumcised” fruit, and “Jews” (Rom. 15:8) 

is used instead of “circumcision.” When referring to ears, “uncircumcised” 
becomes “closed” (Jer. 6:10). 

The phrase “blessed be” becomes “Praise be to” (Exod. 18:10; I Kings 
1:48; 10:9). “Your cloak tucked into your belt” (Exod. 12:11) replaces “your 
loins girded." Moses puts “his hand into his cloak" (Exod. 4:6) instead of 
“into his bosom.” Paracletos is “one who speaks to the Father in our 
defense” (I John 2:1), but is “Counselor" in the Gospel of John (14:16; 
16:7). "The islanders" (Acts 28:2) is used where the RSV had “natives” and 
the ASV “barbarians.” 

Words are expanded in order to express an idea in English. In 
I Corinthians 4:9 the Greek has twenty words, but there are forty-four in 

the NIV. In other cases words are compressed when the Hebrew is redun¬ 
dant. Where the RSV has the literal Hebrew rendering “he seized her and 
lay with her and humbled her,” the NIV compresses the phrase to “he took 
her and violated her" (Gen. 34:2). 

Implicit information is used in the rendering “Wine was served in gob¬ 
lets of gold” (Esther 1:7) where the literal rendering would be “The drinks 
were ....” The noun “wine” is derived from the second half of the sentence. 
“It is beyond understanding” (Judg. 13:18) has the note “is wonderful,” 
which is a more literal rendering. 

Variety of Rendering 

Because the NIV does not always render a Hebrew or Greek word by 
the same English word, it shows a great variety in interpretation; this 

promises to make the forming of a concordance a complicated task. One 
has to recognize that words do have varieties of meaning, and the only 
question is whether or not the variety used is excessive. The variety may 
be seen in the words "articles,” “accessories," and “utensils,” all renderings 
of one term, kelim (Exod. 31:8-9). The treatment of naham is also illus- 
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trative. When describing God, the traditional “repent is avoided. God 
“relents" (Jer. 18:8; 26:3, 13, 19; Amos 7:3, 6; Joel 2:13; Jonah 3:9; 4:2), 
“turns back” (Jer. 4:28), “changed his mind” (I Sam. 15:29), is “grieved" 
(Gen. 6:6; I Sam. 15:11, 35; II Sam. 24:16; IChron. 21:15; Jer. 42:10), has 
"compassion" (Ps. 90:13; Isa. 49:13; 51:3; Jer. 15:6; Jonah 3:10), has “pity" 
(Joel 2:14, 18; Zech. 8:14), “gets relief from” (Isa. 1:24), and “comforts" 
(Zeeh. 1:17). When applied to man, the same root may signify "repent” 
(Job. 42:6; Jer. 8:6), “grieved" (Judg. 21:6; Joel 2:11), “consoled” (II Sam. 
13:38), “comforted” (Gen. 24:67; Ruth 2:13; Ps. 77:2 [3]; 86:17; Jer. 31:13, 
15), and "recovered from his grief” (Gen. 38:12). 

Zara', dealing with the promise to Abraham, is “offspring” (Gen. 12:7; 
13:16; 24:7) with "seed" as the marginal option, or “descendant” (Neh. 9:8); 
the same options (without the margin) are true of the promise to David, 
with “offspring" (II Sam. 7:12) and "descendants” (II Sam. 22:51; Ps. 18:50) 
used; but in the New Testament sperma is “family” (John 7:42), “descen¬ 
dant" (Luke 1:55; John 8:33, 37; Acts 7:5, 6; 13:23; Rom. 1:3; 9:7; 11:1; 
II Cor. 11:22; II Tim. 2:8; Heb. 2:16), and “offspring” (Acts 3:25; Rom. 4:13, 
16, 18; 9:7, 8; Heb. 11:18). "Seed” is retained from tradition only in the 
technical argument of Galatians 3:16, 29. The wording of the Old Tes¬ 
tament as rendered makes no preparation for Paul’s argument. 

Shekar (KJV and RSV: “strong drink”) is “beer” (I Sam. 1:15; Prov. 
31:4, 6; Isa. 24:9; 28:7; 29:9; 56:12; Mic. 2:11), “other fermented drink” 
(Lev. 10:9; Num. 6:3; Deut. 14:26; 29:6; Judg. 13:4, 7, 14; Luke 1:15), and 
“drinks” (Isa. 5:11, 22). The same Hebrew expression he’amin is at times 
“believed" (Gen. 15:6; cf. Isa. 43:10; Jonah 3:5; Rom. 4:3; Gal. 3:6; James 
2:23). At other times it is “put their trust in” (Exod. 14:31; 19:9), “trusted" 
(I Sam. 27:12; Dan. 6:23), be “confident" (Ps. 27:13), or “have faith in” 
(IlChron. 20:20). One word, shuf, is "crush” and “strike” in the same 
setting (Gen. 3:15). ‘Ebed is “slave” (Exod. 21:32), “servant" (II Sam. 3:18), 
and “official” (Exod. 8:3, 29). Hora is "hour” at John 12:23, 27, but is 
“time" at John 2:4,7:30; 8:20. ArsenokoitSs is both “homosexual offender" 
(I Cor. 6:9) and “pervert” (I Tim. 1:10). Ergon (James 2:14, 17; Rom. 3:27) 
is "deeds,” “actions,” and “observing." 

Biblical characters, where known by two names, may be called by their 
more familiar name with the literal rendering relegated to the notes. While 
Cephas is carried in the text at John 1:42; I Corinthians 1:12; 3:22; and 

9:5, “Peter 

I Corinthians 15:5 and Galatians 1:18; 2:9, 11, 14. Although one might 


is carried in the text and “Cephas” assigned to the notes at 
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justify translating all the occurrences as Peter, a half-and-half policy 
seems arbitrary. Is it not to be revealed to the reader that the Greek of 
Galatians 2:7 uses Petros and that the later verses of the chapter use 
“Cephas"? 

The NIV retains “ships of Thrshish” (Ps. 48:7; Isa. 23:1, 14; 60:9; Ezek. 
27:25) where trade on the Mediterranean can be thought of, but has else¬ 
where accepted the suggestion of some scholars that Solomon’s “ships of 
Tbrshish" are “trading ships” {I Kings 10:22; 22:48; IlChron. 9:21; 20:36; 
Isa. 2:16). However, it finds itself in a bind on these ships not going to 
“Tarshish” (II Chron. 20:37) and renders the expression “were not able to 

set sail to trade.” 

“Kittim” is at times retained in the text with a note that it is “Cyprus” 

(Jer. 2:10; Ezek. 27:6), but elsewhere it is rendered as “Cyprus" (Isa. 23:1, 

12) or “western coastlands” (Dan. 11:30) with “Kittim" in the margin. The 

phrase baruch Adonai, usually rendered “Praise be to the Lord” (Gen. 
24:27; Exod. 18:10; etc.), is sometimes retained in the traditional “Blessed 
be the Lord” (Gen. 9:26), but may also be “Praise the Lord" (Zech. 11:5). 

The fact that psuche can mean either “life” or “soul” allows the trans¬ 
lators to shift from the first term to the second within one saying (Matt. 
16:25, 26) even though there is no shift in subject matter. 

In connection with baptism, eis is rendered “in” at Matthew 28:19 with 
“into" in the margin, but in other cases the opposite practice is followed 

(Acts 8:16; 19:5; Rom. 6:3; I Cor. 1:13; 10:2; Gal. 3:27). 

These are only scattered samplings of the variety in renderings found 

in the NIV. More attention should have been given to uniformity of ren¬ 
dering where no difference in import is intended. 

Theological Stance 

The NIV reflects without apology the messianic interpretation of the 
Old Testament. It does not go to the extremes seen in some translations 
in which every appearance of the angel of the Lord is said in a note to be 
that of the Messiah. The messianic interpretation is seen in the capital¬ 
ization of epithets traditionally interpreted messianically, such as “Anointed 
One" (Ps. 2:2; Dan. 9:25, 26), “Son" (Ps. 2:12), “King" (Ps. 2:6), “Holy One” 
(Ps. 16:10), and “Branch” (Isa. 11:1). “The Anointed One” (Dan. 9:25, 26) 

is preferred over “an Anointed one." The christological interpretation is 
further revealed in the supplying of the future tense “will be" (as KJV and 
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ASV; but in contrast to ASV margin; RSV; and NEB) in rendering the 

nominal sentence (Mai. 1:11) which in Hebrew has no expressed verb. 

The Christian understanding of the Holy Spirit is reflected in the cap¬ 
italization of “Spirit" (Isa. 44:3; 61:1): “Spirit of God" (Gen. 1:2; I Sam. 
10:6; 19:20, 23), “Spirit of the Lord" (I Sam. 10:6; Isa. 63:14), “Holy Spirit" 
(Isa. 63:10, 11), and the rendering “a spirit of grace and supplication" in 
the text with “the Spirit" as alternate in the margin (Zech. 12:10). In 

contrast to these, “spirit” in “an evil spirit from God" (I Sam. 18:10; 19:9) 
is not capitalized; neither is the human spirit. Where there may be doubt 
whether or not the Holy Spirit is being spoken of, the uncapitalized or the 
capitalized form is given in the notes. 

An understanding of Scripture congenial to evangelical thought is re¬ 
flected. If one takes R. Laird Harris’s article criticizing the RSV as a point 
of departure, 9 one discovers that in each item of criticism the NIV has 
adopted positions congenial to Harris’s contentions. The NIV does not 
abandon the Masoretic text in favor of a versional or conjectural reading 
as frequently as the RSV did. In Psalm 2:11, 12, the NIV, reflecting a 
messianic interpretation of the verses and rejecting the RSV textual emen¬ 
dation which gave "kiss his feet,” translates, “kiss the Son." The RSV 
carried a note that the text was unclear. Harris denied that it is. In Leviticus 
16:8, 10, 26, the NIV reverts to the rendering “scapegoat” with a note: 

“That is, the goat of removal: Hebrew, azazel." The RSV had used “Aza- 
zel” without a note. It is assumed that the wilderness demon was intended. 

In the NIV the orientation of 'ether hayya rden (Deut. 1:1; 4:46) is given 

as “east of the Jordan" and that of Joshua 9:1 as “west of the Jordan," 
avoiding critical implications about the viewpoint of the author. In Psalm 
29:1, rejecting alleged Ugaritic parallels and the understanding of Genesis 
6:2 which embodied mixed marriages, and taking Psalm 96:7-8 as a point 
of departure, the NIV renders bene 'elohim as “O mighty ones.” Else¬ 
where, however, the same phrase is translated “sons of God" (Gen. 6:2) or 
“angels" (Job 1:6; 2:1). 

Harris, arguing that Psalm 49:12 should be understood as an exhortation 
to wisdom rather than as a denial of immortality, insisted that the Sep- 
tuagint likely should be followed in reading bin (understand) in verse 12 
where the present text has lin (abide). The difference is one Hebrew letter; 

9 R. Laird Harris, “Do Evangelicals Need a New Bible Translation? Yes," Christianity Tbday 12 
(September 27. 1968): 1242, 1244-46. 
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but the RSV had emended bin to lin in verse 20, harmonizing the two 
verses. The NIV renders verse 12 as “does not endure,” but canies a note 

that the Septuagint and Syriac read, “But a man who has riches without 
understanding / is.” It then renders verse 20 as “without understanding" 
where the RSV had emended the text, getting the translation “cannot 
abide. ” 

Harris charged that the RSV reflected a prejudice against the messianic 

prophecy. The NIV in Psalm 45:6 reverts to the rendering previously used 
in the KJV, “Your throne, O God,” which it also carries at the quotation 

of the Psalm in Hebrews 1:8. The RSV had carried “Your divine throne” 

in the text of Psalm 45:6 with alternates in the notes: “your throne is a 

throne of God, or your throne, O God,” but then had “Thy throne, O God” 
in Hebrews 1:8. Psalm 16:10 is cast in the future tense in the NIV: “will 
not abandon” and “nor will you let your Holy One see decay,” with a note 

“Or your faithful one." The rendering agrees with the use of the word 
“decay” in Acts 2:29-31; 13:35-37. Harris had argued that the future is 
proper and that the noun is from shachath (“to go to ruin”), as the Sep¬ 
tuagint took it to be, and not from shuach which the RSV considered it 
to be. It is to be noted, however, that in the NIV, the phrase which follows 
“You have made known ... ,” in verse 11 is cast in the pluperfect (from 
the Septuagint and harmonized with Acts 2:28) and that the future (of the 
Masoretic text) is given as an alternate only in the footnote. 

With the furor some evangelicals raised over the RSV’s treatment of 
Isaiah 7:14, it was inevitable that ‘almah should there be rendered “vir¬ 
gin”; and perhaps it is not surprising that a marginal note to the contrary 
opinion is absent, though the ASV, RSV, NASB, and NAB each carried 
one. Elsewhere in the NIV, !almah is “maiden" (Gen. 24:43; Ps. 68:25; 
Prov. 30:19; Song of Sol. 1:3), “girl” (Exod. 2:8), and “virgin” (Song of 
Sol. 6:8)—all without notation. It was also inevitable that the quotation 

of John 3 be terminated at verse 21 rather than at verse 15, and that of 

Galatians 2 at verse 21 rather than at verse 14, though in each of these 
cases a contrary opinion is acknowledged in the notes. 

The rendering “expressing spiritual truths in spiritual words” is pre¬ 
ferred over the margin’s “spiritual truths to spiritual men 
The translation and marginal reading followed by the RSV is reversed at 
Romans 9:5 to give “Christ, who is God over all, forever praised,” in the 
text. "Our great God and Savior, Jesus Christ” (Titus 2:13) is chosen 
without notation over the textual variant “of the great God and our Savior.” 


(I Cor. 2:13). 
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On many other questions, the NIV notes theological alternatives; for ex¬ 
ample, Isaiah 52:15 reads “sprinkle many nations” but notes in the margin 
that the Septuagint has “so will many nations marvel at him." "Generation” 
carries the alternate “race" in a note (Matt. 24:34; Mark 13:30; Luke 21:32). 
“Servant" (Rom. 16:1) and “wives” (I Tim. 3:11) carry the alternates “dea¬ 
con" and “deaconesses.” 


Why? 

A reviewer inevitably finds in every translation some renderings about 
which he would like to talk with his colleagues of the translation groups 

and ask “Why?” The NIV is no exception. Why is there no note to Deu¬ 
teronomy 33:17 stating that the versions are being followed? Why prefer 
the supplied adverb in “where their voice is not heard" (Ps. 19:3) over the 
marginal options? Why “simier" in _ “J have .been a. sinner from., birth" (Ps. 
51:5) as opposed to the traditional “I was bom in sin”? 

Though Hebrew scholars recognize that the words of Isaiah 28:10, 13 
are, as the margin suggests, possibly unintelligible words, how were the 
words in the text chosen? What is their relation to the Hebrew words of 
the passage? Is not the literal “third day" of the margin (Amos 4:4) pref¬ 
erable to the “three years” of the text despite any possible harmonization 
of the latter with the tithing law of the Pentateuch? Is not the marginal 
reading “faithfulness" actually preferable at Habakkuk 2:4 over the “faith" 
of the text? 'Emunah is elsewhere rendered “faithfulness" (Isa. 11:5; Hos. 
2:20 [22]), “steady” (Exod. 17:12), “faithfully" (II Kings 22:7), “truth" (Jer. 
5:1; 7:28), and “truthful” (Prov. 12:17). Is not the literal margin “brothers" 
also preferable to "believers” (Acts 1:15)? How is “evil spirit” preferable 
to “unclean spirit” (Matt. 12:43; Mark 5:2, 8, 13; Luke 6:18; Acts 5:16; 

Rev. 18:2; etc.)? Is not “until Christ came” (Gal. 3:24) preferable to “to lead 
us to Christ"? 

Could not kataluein (“abolish”; Matt. 5:17) and katargein (also ren¬ 
dered “abolishing”; Eph. 2:15) be distinguished to avoid anyone’s suppos¬ 
ing that there is tension between the two verses? Why supply the indefinite 
article at I John 5:16: 


? 


a sin : 


Conclusion 

The King James scholars expected to be “tossed up on tongues." The 
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NIV translators are now in the throes of that process. A harsh reviewer 
speaks of its being "tinctured throughout with the erroneous doctrines of 
original sin, hereditary depravity, restoration of national Israel, premillen- 
nialism, and predestination.” 10 Another says, “At times it is so close to 

the RSV that one wonders why all this energy and money should have 
been spent on another version. 

More friendly reviews note that "one finds less to quarrel with in it than 
in the RSV and NEB. 
is highly favorable. 

Those who have worked on the NIV would be the last to claim infal¬ 
libility or any sort of finality for what they have produced. As the King 
James scholars said, "Nothing is begun and perfected at the same time.” 
Only time will reveal whether its readers will find in the NIV that which 
speaks to them. Likely the goal “To do for our time what the King James 
Version did for its day” (publisher’s release) is too ambitious. The NIV 
does mark one more step in the direction of supplying God’s Word in 
current and understandable English. Perhaps it can achieve the more mod¬ 
est goal of casting light upon the way for some who otherwise would have 

been in darkness. 


11 


Another says, “The first impression of the NIV 


12 


13 


Some Important Corrections.” Gospel Advocate 67 (April 10, 1975): 


10 Foy E. Wallace, Jr,, 


235 . 


New Translation Enters Crowded Field* TT Mennonite Brethren Herald (December 


ll D, Evert, 

14 t 1973 ): 22 + 

^Reginald Fuller, “New Testament Version." The Review of Books and Religion 4 (April 

1975): 14. 

13 F. F. Bruce, "The New International Version: Is It Living? Is It Tbday’s English? Is It Revised? 
Will It Become the New American Standard?" Eternity 30 (January 1976): 46-47. 
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he New King James Bible (New Testament, 1979) was 
produced and published by Thomas Nelson Inc., Publishers, Nashville, 
Tennessee; and therein lies a pitfall for the unsuspecting fundamentalist 
reader. He will recall that Thomas Nelson and Sons published the Amer¬ 
ican Standard Version in 1901 and the Revised Standard Version in 1952, 
and may then erroneously conclude that there has been a marked change 
of policy on the part of that company in its reversion to the KJV. 1 

However, the fact is that the American division of Thomas Nelson and 
Sons was bought in 1969 for $2,620,000 hy an American corporation 
headed by an enterprising forty-nine-year-old Lebanese immigrant who has 
assumed the American name of Sam Moore. The company claims 10 
percent of the total sales of all religious publishers in America. The fun¬ 
damentalist publications which are being issued by Thomas Nelson Inc., 
Publishers, with a special market in the electronic church, represent the 


^euel Lemmons, 
1979): 2. 


The Updated King James Version," Firm Foundation 96 (July 10, 
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business and theological orientation of Sam Moore and not that of the 
180-year-old British firm of Thomas Nelson and Sons, Limited. 2 It is 

fallacious to assume that the NKJB represents repentance on the part of 

that firm for its publishing of either the ASV or the RSV. 

Sam Moore, an astute business man, seeks to capitalize on the continu¬ 
ing fundamentalist preference for the KJV, the widespread recognition 
that the KJV is no longer completely intelligible to many readers, and the 

current popularity of new translations. However, this new translation raises 

the basic issue of how much any publication can be revised and still have 

its readers think it the original publication. A careful evaluation of the 
NKJB reveals that it should actually be compared with Jay Green’s King 
James II rather than with the original KJV 

—* *■- I «■■ ' ■* r- l h-.jia . WX J_, ♦i.'.'L Wm.\ n "l r J m. 1 . ‘ * m * 

Moore ascribes the initiation of his project to his son’s request, “Dad, 
you make a lot of Bibles. Can’t you make one I can understand?” The 
NKJB has been produced by 119 scholars, editors, and church leaders, 
representing a multiplicity of religious groups (Methodist, Baptist, Pres¬ 
byterian, Lutheran, Assembly of God, Nazarene, Churches of Christ, and 
others), all of whom signed a statement subscribing to the plenary, verbal 
inspiration of the original autographs of the Bible. Arth ur Pars tad serves 

as executive editor. The scholars involved are said to have made precise 
comparisons with the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek texts. Not intending 

to give a “thought translation” or a “paraphrase," they aimed at allowing 

only minor word changes from the original languages. They say, “Words 

representing ancient objects, such as chariot and phylacteries, have no 

modem substitute, and are necessarily retained.” 

The projected date for publication of the Old Testament is 1982. The 

entire revision is being prepared at an approximate cost of 3.5 million 
dollars. 3 Moore, expecting to sell millions of copies, considers publication 
of the NKJB to be the most important event in the history of his company. 
The introduction declares that the NKJB seeks “to produce a revised 
English edition which will unlock the spiritual treasures found uniquely 
in the King James Version of the Holy Scriptures." The advertising ma¬ 
terials make the exaggerated claim that the issuing of the NKJB “may 
well be the most important event in religious publishing in this century." 

*Jim Sparks and Ken Powers II, "Advantage Interviews: Sam Moore,’’ Advantage: The Nash¬ 
ville Business Magazine I (March 1979): 45-58. 

3 Gerald C. Studer, “Dusting Off the KJV." Eternity 23 (November 1979): 44 45. 
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In a free society, Sam Moore and his associates have the same right to 
issue a translation of the Bible as does any other group. They can entitle 
it whatever they wish as long as they avoid copyrighted titles. They are 
free to establish their own guiding principles for the translation. However, 

the product is issued, it must suhmit to scholarly evaluation. Residual 
popular preference for the KJV (1611) and labels that capitalize on that 
preference do not exempt it from scrutiny. The NKJB is a twentieth- 

century translation made by those who dissent from the most widely ac- 
■ 

cep ted principles of textual criticism and who dissent from certain pro¬ 
cedures followed in other translations and paraphrases. The reader of the 
NKJB does not have the KJV—nor does anyone else today. What he does 

have is an eclectic compendium of what has gone on in biblical study for 
the past four hundred years imposed on the KJV base and form. 

The publisher’s claim that the NKJB is “the first major revision of the 
KJV since 1867” is unfounded and misleading. The RV (1881/85), the 
ASV (1901), and the RSV (1946/52) were all efforts at revising the William 
TVndale— King James line of Bibles. The advertising claim that the NKJB 

will be “a significant profit builder for booksellers” is likely true. 4 

The NKJB claims to have kept all the theological words unchanged, 
updated punctuation and grammar for clarity, capitalized all personal pro¬ 
nouns referring to deity, used twentieth-century equivalents for Jacobean 

verb forms and twentieth-century words that mean what the archaic words 

meant originally, and inserted quotation marks for clarity. 

The preparers of the NKJB have been greatly restricted in what they 
could do because of an excessive reverence for the text and form of the 
1611 version as it now exists after all its modifications since 1611. Their 
announced goal of seeking to “unlock the spiritual treasures found uniquely 
in the King James Version of the Holy Scriptures” leaves one asking if 
that version rather than the Greek text is the place where the treasures 
are found. 5 The NKJB is neither the KJV nor is it in the language of the \ 

twentieth-century common man, as the Greek New Testament was in the } 
language of the first-century man. 

4 Sven K. Soderland, review of the New King James Bible: New Testament, in Crux 16 (June 
1980): 31-32. 

5 Heber F. Peacock, review of the New King James Bible: New 'Ibstament, in The Bible TYuns- 
lator 31 (July 1980): 338. 


once 
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Description 


The NKJB, originally issued in a brilliant orange binding (other bindings 
came later) rather than in the traditional black, prints each verse as a 
separate paragraph as the KJV (1611) did, but begins a verse with a lower¬ 
case letter if it is not the beginning of a separate sentence. The 1611 Bible 

began each verse with a capital letter. Paragraph indications, which the 
KJV has through Acts 20, are not attempted. Section headings, which are 

not found in the KJV, have been supplied to divide the text into subject 

units. 


The words of Jesus are printed in red, a device that was not followed 

in 1611 but is now found in some KJV printings. Quotation marks (also 
not included in 1611) are used to indicate direct address. In this way there 
is a double indication of the words of Jesus—quotation marks and red 
type. The red print indicates that the editors consider that Paul’s prayer 
to the Lord over his thorn in the flesh is answered by Jesus (II Cor. 12:9), 
an opinion which is sheer interpretation. In John 3, Jesus’ answer to Nico- 
demus is continued to verse 21, and John the Baptist’s answer to his 
disciples to verse 36. The RSV’s ending these quotations at verses 15 and 
30 respectively has been criticized by some readers. The quotation in 
Galatians 2 ends at verse 21, not at verse 14 as in the RSV. 

Old Testament quotations are indicated by oblique typeface, and the 
Old Testament location is given in a note. A unique case (Heb. 1:6) is 
designated in the note as "Deut. 32:43 (LXX, DSS); Ps. 97:7"; in other 

cases the particular version of the Old Testament citation is not identified. 

Passages regarded as poetry (e.g.. Matt. 11:17; Luke 1:46-55, 68-79; 2:14, 
29-32; Gal. 4:27; Eph. 5:14; I Tim. 3:16; I John 2:12-14; Rev. 4:8b, 11; 
5:9-10, 12, 13b; 11:17-18; 15:3-4; 16:5-6—but not Phil. 2:6-11) are printed 

in lines with initial capital letters. The Model Prayer is set off from the 
text (Matt. 6:9-13; Luke 11:2-4). Correspondence given within the text is 
set off from the rest of the text (Acts 15:23-29; 23:26-30). None of these 
devices were followed in 1611. 

Italics are used for foreign words like Armageddon (Rev. 16:16) and 
Abaddon (Rev. 9:11). It is not clear why “Apollyon” is not italicized in 
the latter verse unless it is reasoned that the word is transliterated from 
Greek rather than from Hebrew. 

The KJV device of italicizing those words which were supplied by the 
translators, which has been subject to frequent revision since 1611, has 
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been abandoned in the NKJB. This policy has resulted, for example, in 

dropping the several instances of “unknown” from I Corinthians 14 and 
the phrase “unto him” from John 3:34. Style in 1611 may have required 
“with the Holy Ghost, and with fire" in Matthew 3:11, but the second 
“with" is no longer needed and is dropped in the NKJB. The KJV trans¬ 
lators on occasion inserted “certain" in a narrative about a particular in¬ 
dividual, ordinarily italicizing the addition; for example, "a certain man" 
(Matt. 17:14; 21:28). The NKJB ordinarily drops the word. It drops “of 
God” from “Hereby perceive we the love of God" (I John 3:16), and “to 

anger” from “Provoke not your children to anger" (Col. 3:21). "God's 

heritage” (I Peter 5:3) becomes “those entrusted to you.” However, one 
cannot depend on the NKJB’s having dropped all of the words supplied 
by the 1611 translators. It retains many of those which the KJV supplied 
but did not italicize (e.g„ “that ‘very’ hour” [Matt. 17:18]; “again” [Rev. 
20:5]) and also retains most of the previously italicized words, now without 
italics. The vast majority of the supplied words are necessary for the sense 
of the translation and need never to have been italicized. Romans 9:5 
supplies “came” where a verb is necessary. Phrases like “the kingdom of 
heaven” in Matthew 25:14 and “the spirit” in Mark 9:26 supply a subject 
for sentences which in Greek have no specifically expressed subject. Lit¬ 
erally, Matthew 25:14 begins, “It is like.” "Spiritual gifts'' for pneumatika 
in 1 Corinthians 12:1 has superfluous italics. The same term in the singular 
in Romans 1:11 was not italicized in 1611. In other cases the added words 
give a slant to the interpretation. A notable example is “God” in Acts 
7:59, probably supplied in 1611 to avoid having Stephen pray directly to 
Jesus. The NKJB has kept the word “God.” Another case where the added 
word turns the reader from a possible alternate interpretation is “ ‘their’ 
wives” in I Timothy 3:11. Still another case is John 7:39: “not yet given" 
(KJV). The Greek construction is parallel with Acts 19:2 where the KJV 
did not make the addition. 

The introduction to the NKJB states, “Reverence for God in the present 
work is preserved by capitalization of all pronouns, including You, Your, 
and Yours, which refer to Him.” In addition to pronouns for the Father, 
pronouns (but not the relative pronouns “who" and “whom”; cf. John 11:27) 
referring to the Son (Matt. 1:25; 2:8; etc.) and the Holy Spirit (John 14:26; 
etc.) are capitalized. The capitalization policy also extends to nouns re¬ 
ferring to the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. “The Angel who spoke to him 
on Mount Sinai" (Acts 7:38) must be identified with either the Father or 
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the Son. Cases referring to Jesus include “Child” (Matt. 2:8-9; Luke 2:17; 

Rev. 12:4-5, 13), “Man” (Matt. 8:27; 9:3; 13:54; 26:72, 74; 27:19), “Coming 
One” (Matt. 11:3; Luke 7:19-20), “One” (Matt. 12:6), "Boy" (Luke 2:43), 

“Teacher” (Matt. 17:24), “Shepherd" (Matt. 26:31; Heb. 13:20), "Son” (Luke 
2:7), “Babe” (Luke 2:12), “Seed" (Gal. 3:16, 19), “Word" (John 1:1), “Be¬ 
loved” (Eph. 1:6), “Head" (Col. 2:19), “Savior of the body” (Eph. 5:23), 
“Potentate" (I Tim. 6:15), “Minister" (Heh. 8:2), "Mediator” (Heb. 9:15; 
12:24), “Judge" (James 5:9), and “Chief Shepherd” (I Peter 5:4). “Promise” 
(Luke 24:49) refers to the Holy Spirit; “Spirit of truth” (John 14:17; 16:13) 
and “Spirit of adoption” (Rom. 8:15) have only “Spirit" capitalized. Phrases 
like “cornerstone" (Eph. 2:20) and “head" (Eph. 4:15), however, are left 
uncapitalized. Such an effort to exalt a policy of capitalization to a matter 
of reverence can be evaluated only as the exalting of a personal taste into 
a virtue. The KJV did not have such a policy. More significant, however, 
is the fact that neither the Greek nor Hebrew indicated reverence in this 
way. 


In the NKJB, family members, disciples, and opponents all address 

Jesus with capitalized pronouns, even when no reverence is intended. The 
Jews say, “For a good work we do not stone You, but for hlasphemy, and 
because You, being a Man, make Yourself God” (John 10:33). Even Jesus 
speaks of himself in capitals. He says to the Samaritan woman, “Give Me 
a drink" (John 4:7) and “I who speak to you am He" (John 4:26). In cases 
where words like “One” and “Man” have been supplied by the translators 
and then capitalized (e.g., Matt. 12:6; John 7:12, 15, 27), the reader is 
certain to assign more emphasis than the original intended. The reader is 
also likely to get a false emphasis at John 4:19 where the Samaritan woman 
says, "Sir, I perceive that You are a prophet.” Other inconsistencies in 
capitalization include “Law” in Matthew 5:17 and “law” in 5:18. 


Text 


The producers of the NKJB are convinced that New Testament textual 
criticism (and nearly all translations made in the twentieth century which 
are based on it) has followed a wrong path for at least the last one hundred 

. ... - it . . . r • 

years. The collecting of the textual variants in the manuscripts and the 
resulting challenge to the dominance of the Textus Receptus— the text 
upon which for all practical purposes the KJV rested—began with the 
work of John Mill (1707) and continued through that of J. J. Wettstein 
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(1751), J. J. Griesbach (1774-1806), K. Lachmann (1831-1850), S. P. Tre- 
gelles (1857-1879), and L. F. C. Tischendorf (1864-1872). 

The movement to displace the Textus Receptus reached a high point 
in the publication of the Westcott-Hort Greek text. With its publication 
in 1881, B. F. Westcott and F. J. A. Hort turned scholars from the Byzan¬ 
tine type of text (resting on late manuscripts) to that represented by the 
older manuscripts, such as the fourth-century Vaticanus and Sinaiticus. 
More recently the papyrus manuscripts have given added support to the 
early type of text. The 1611 translators had followed a text that grew out 

of Erasmus’s publication in 1516 which was based on a few medieval 

manuscripts. 

It is now argued in a few circles, by champions like Edward Hills, Zane 
Hodges, and Jakob van Bruggen, that the so-called majority text—a text 
which is supported by the majority of the manuscripts, even though late — 
more nearly represents what the writers originally wrote than does the 

| * m m a a a ® 

critically reconstructed text. A vigorous exchange on the relative merits 

^ ^ ™ ■ i 

of the majority text and the critical text has taken place between Wilbur 
Pickering 6 and D. A. Carson. 7 Carson challenges the publisher’s claim that 
“the KJV is superior to all modem English translations.” The NKJB, 
representing only a minority of scholars in the field of textual studies, is 
an effort to reverse trends and to reinstate the majority text. The majority 
text is not completely identical with the Textus Receptus but has more 
affinity with it than does the critical text. 

We have already noted (p. 69) that there are 5,788 differences in the 

Greek texts underlying the New Testaments of the KJV and the RV/ASY 

Verses like John 5:3b-4, Acts 8:37,1 John_5;7b-8a, and others earlier listed 

in the chapters on the KJV and ASV, are rejected in the RV/ASV as scribal 
additions; but the reader of the NKJB will find them in his text. He will 
not be informed that Mar k 16:9-2 0 is missing from the oldest manuscripts. 
At Romans 8:23 he will be told he is waiting for “the adoption" (as KJV) 
though Romans 8:15 and Galatians 4:5 tell him he already has it. The 
oldest manuscript, P 46, omits huiothesia (“adoption”); the word is likely 
spurious though found in the late manuscripts. Additional specific cases 
of textual problems can be seen in Bruce M. Metzger’s Textual Com¬ 
mentary on the Greek New Testament (New York: United Bible So- 

8 Wilbur N. Pickering, The Identity of the New Testament Tixt (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 
Inc., 19771. 

’D. A. Carson, The King James Version Debate (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1979). 
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cieties, 1972). The introduction to the NKJB alleges that the newer critical 

text “deletes words, phrases, and verses that are found in the Authorized 
Version.” The real question to be discussed, however, is not whether these 
verses and words from the KJV are deleted in recent translations, but 
whether they should ever have been there. The biblical student must be 
concerned about the text he is depending on; otherwise he may be saying, 

“The Lord says," when he should be saying, “A scribe says.” 

■ ■ 

Like current printings of the KJV, the NKJB does not print marginal 
notes concerning the New Testament textual variants which the 1611 

edition cited. The only note in the NKJB about variant readings is in 
reference to I John 5:7-8, a note which the 1611 Bible did not have: “The 

words from ‘in heaven’ (v. 7) through ‘on earth’ (v. 8) are from the Latin 
Bible, although three Greek mss. from the 15th Century and later ako 
contain them.” Why, then, is the passage retained? Candor demands that 
the reader be told the history of these Greek manuscripts and these verses. 
The ASV dropped verses 7b-8a without a note. The reader of the NKJB 
will be less informed about the soundness of the text than was the reader 
of the KJV in 1611 or will be the reader of any of the current translations. 

The reader of the NKJB will still be reading phrases considered spurious 

from the text-critical viewpoint. For example, he will read in I Corinthians 
11:24, “My body which is broken for you," even though John 19:36 informs 

him, "Not one of His bones shall be broken." He will be reading the 
liturgical “Amen” which the older manuscripts do not have at the end of 

many of the New Testament books. 

The following sixteen passages, which appear only in the footnotes of 
some other modem versions, are in the text of the NKJB without any 
notation to alert the reader that they are questionable: Matthew' 17:21; 

18:11; 23:14; Mark 7:16; 9:44, 46; 11:26; 15:28; Luke 17:36; 23: 17; Joh n 
5:3b-4; Acts 8:37; 15:34; 24:6b-8a; 28:29; and Romans 16:24. Already in 

■ a a ■ a a a a a a a ■ a ■■■ 

1611 a note told the reader that Luke 17:36 was not in most Greek copies. 
The NKJB also carries “without a cause" (Matt. 5:22), “openly" (Matt. 6:4, 
6), “for Yours is the kingdom and the power and the glory forever" (Matt. 
6:13), "I think not" (Luke 17:9), “of the dead” (Acts 24:15), “who_dq.not 

walk according to the flesh, but according to the Spirit” (Rom. 8:1), “pleach 

h m m h ■ i ■ i i ■ ■ I 1 A ^ ■ 1 ■ 

the gospel of peace, And” (Rom. 10:15), “of our Lord Jesus Christ" (Eph. 


1:8), “have persevered” (Rev. 2:3), and other phrases as well—all of which 
are absent from the earliest manuscripts. 
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In certain instances the less well-attested text is followed in the NKJB. 
“We shall reign” in Revelation 5:10 is less well attested than "they shall 
reign," and "King of the saints" in Revelation 15:3 than “King of the 
nations. 


The word “if" in II Corinthians 5:14 makes doubtful what had 


in Romans 4:19 and Colossians 2:18 makes neg- 


no doubt for Paul, not 
ative statements out of what are positive statements in better texts, and 
the addition of "Him” changes the meaning of 1 John 4:19. The first person 


pronoun added in Matthew 16:13 ( Who do men say that I, the Son of 
Man, am?” cf. Mark 8:29; Luke 9:20) makes Jesus anticipate the disciples’ 


answer. 

In II Corinthians 1:6, the Textus Receptus reading ("And if we are 
afflicted, it is for your consolation and salvation, which is effective for 
enduring the same sufferings which we also suffer. Or if we are comforted, 
it is for your consolation and suffering"), which the NKJB follows, has 
little manuscript support. The better manuscripts lie back of the readings 

like that of the RSV ("and if we are comforted, it is for your comfort, 

which you experience when you patiently endure the same sufferings that 
we suffer”). 

The NKJB departs from the text followed by the KJV at Romans 7:6 
where with all other modem versions it reads the participle apothanontes 
in agreement with “we 


having died to what we were held by 
the KJV apparently read apothanontos in agreement with “law." There 
is no known manuscript support for apothanontos here. The NKJB also 

differs in choosing “our God and Savior Jesus Christ” over “God and our 

Saviour Jesus Christ" in II Peter 1:1. 

Words and phrases which had by scribal error dropped out of the text 
followed by the KJV but which can now be restored on the basis of 
earlier manuscripts include "nor the Son" (Matt. 24:36), “they came unto 
him” (John 19:3), “by the Holy Spirit” (Acts 4:25), “of Jesus” (Acts 16:7), 
“God" (Rom. 8:28), “even so do you walk" (I Thess. 4:1), “unto salvation" 
(I Peter 2:2), “according to the will of God” (I Peter 5:2), and “such we 

are” (I John 3:1). The reader of the NKJB will not find these words and 
phrases in his Bible, 

Furthermore, while not finding these phrases, the reader of the NKJB 
will find phrases inserted from the Latin Bible into the Greek text by 
Erasmus, such as "And he, trembling and astonished, said, ‘Ixird, what do 
You want me to do?’ And the Lord said to him” (Acts 9:6), “Him who 
lives forever and ever” (Rev. 5:14), and “Book of Life" instead of “tree of 


whereas 


337 



THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NIV 


life (Rev. 22:19)—there is no known Greek manuscript support for any 
of these. Though textual questions always remain open for further consid¬ 
eration, the NKJB has a questionable textual base. 

Accuracy 

Like other contemporary versions, the NKJB corrects the errors of the 
KJV in its rendering of the grammar and idiom of the Greek New Testa¬ 
ment. Note the following changes, for example (the KJV is given in pa¬ 
rentheses); “John the Baptist came ... Jesus came” (“came John the Baptist 

... cometh Jesus"; Matt. 3:1, 13—here the verb tenses needed to be har¬ 
monized), Jonah is swallowed by a “great fish” (“whale”; Matt. 12:40), “it 
is hard for a rich man” (“shall hardly”; Matt. 19:23), the women come to 
the tomb “after the sabbath” (“in the end of the sabbath"; Matt. 28:1), the 

sermon is delivered “on a level place” (“plain"; Luke 6:17), the prodigal 
eats the “pods” (“husks"; Luke 15:16), Jesus says to Mary, “Do not cling 
to Me” (“touch me not”; John 20:17), Judas “used to take” (“bare what 
was put therein"; John 12:6), "now when this sound occurred” (“was noised 
abroad”; Acts 2:6), people “were being saved" (“should be saved"; Acts 
2:47), the Jews killed Jesus “by hanging on a tree” (“and hanged ..Acts 
5:30; 10:39), Paul asks, “Did you receive the Holy Spirit when you believed” 
(“since ye believed”; Acts 19:2), “I know a man” (“I knew a man”; II Cor. 
12:2—an adjustment in tense), Paul states “all died” (“were all dead"; II 
Cor. 5:14), “You do not do the things you want” (“cannot do the things 
that ye would”; Gal. 5:17), “holding fast the word of life” (“holding forth 

..."; Phil. 2:16), one is not to defraud in “this matter” (“any matter”; I 
Thess. 4:6), “grandchildren" (“nephews"; I Tim. 5:4) are to care for widows, 
and “godliness is a means of gain” (“gain is godliness"; I Tim. 6:5). The 
new renderings of Matthew 19:23, Acts 2:47, II Corinthians 5:14, and 
Galatians 5:17 have removed any possible Calvinistic bent to the statements. 

By the use of “or” in I Corinthians 1:12 (KJV, “and”), the NKJB corrects 
the statement that would make each member of the Corinthian church 
belong to all four parties mentioned. The printer’s error “strain at a gnat” 
(Matt. 23:24) is replaced by “strain out a gnat.” The statement “He ... 
both ministers bread for your food” (II Cor. 9:10), which should have been 
“doth minister,” is corrected to “He who supplies ... bread for food”; 
“shamefacedness" in I Timothy 2:9 becomes “propriety. 

•Martin H. Scharlemann, “The New King James Bible,’" Concordia Journal 6 (March 1980): 


"8 


44-46. 
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Helpful vocabulary corrections include demons ( devils ; Matt. 8:16; 
Mark 5:12; etc.) for daimones and “devil" (“devil”; Matt. 4:1; etc.) for 

Passover” (“Easter”; Acts 12:4), "Artemis" (“Diana”; Acts 


diabolos , 

19:34-35), “love” (“charity"; I Cor. 13:Iff.), and "citizenship” ("conversa¬ 
tion”; Phil. 3:20). 

The major questions one raises about the NKJB deal more with wh at 


tions made, inaccuracies still remai n. One still reads "tithes of all that I 

possess” (Luke 18:12) which should be “of all I acquire ,” “supper being 
ended" (John 13:2) when it continues in verses 12 and 26, the pronoun 
“they" (Acts 28:1) in what should be a “we" section of the Book of Acts, 
"instructors" (I Cor. 4:15) and “schoolmaster” (Gal. 3:24-25) for paida- 
gogos when a papyrus letter makes clear that paidagogos is not the 

teacher (didaskalos ), “and drinks the cup” (I Cor. 11:27) when it should 
be “or drinks," “to bring us to Christ” (Gal. 3:24) where “until Christ came” 

fits the argument of the context, “the promises ... and embraced them” 
(Heb. 11:13) when it should be “... welcomed them," “kings and priests” 
(Rev. 1:6) when it should be “a kingdom, priests,” and “kingdoms” (Rev. 
11:15) instead of “kingdom.” (Though the variants are carried in neither 
the Nestle nor the UBS Greek texts, the editors may be following a variant 
text for Acts 28:1; Rev. 1:6; and Rev. 11:15.) One will read “if they fall 
away” (Heb. 6:6) for what is not a contingent statement in Greek. He will 
read the passive form “be converted," as the KJV had (Matt. 18:3; Acts 
3:19), for a verb that in Greek is active and is so rendered at Matthew 
13:15; Mark 4:12; Luke 22:32; John 12:40; and Acts 28:27. 

One must ask why identical Greek participles are rendered "commits 
sin” in I John 3:4 and “practices sin" in verse 8. Consistency in rendering 
would have been preferable. Why was Colossians 1:19, where the KJV 
supplied “the Father” in italics, left unrevised? If "fullness” is taken as the 
subject, the sentence can be rendered, “All the fullness was pleased to 
dwell in Him,” without making the addition to the text. 

Inconsistency is to be seen in the supplementary material furnished. 
The word “Saint," which in the KJV appears in the headings of the Gospels, 
has been omitted, as have Paul’s name from the heading to the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, and “St. John the Divine” from the heading of the Apoca¬ 
lypse. The word "General" has been dropped from the titles of the Epistles 
of James, Peter, John, and Jude. The KJV postscripts to New Testament 
Epistles, some of which are unreliable, have been dropped. Of the new 
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section headings that have been supplied, one is “Salome Asks a Favor" 
(Matt. 20:20), using a name supplied from tradition but not given in Scrip¬ 
ture. The section heading “The Great Tribulation" (Matt. 24:15; Mark 
13:14; Luke 21:20) will turn the readers to the speculation that continues 
on that question. Headings in the Book of Revelation (2:1—3:22) become 
homiletical: “The Loveless Church," "The Persecuted Church," “The Com¬ 
promising Church,” and so on. 

To its credit, the NKJB harmonizes the quotation of Deuteronomy 32:35 
in Romans 12:19 and Hebrews 10:30, and that of Proverhs 10:12 in James 
5:20 and I Peter 4:8, where the KJV had created confusion by diverse 
translation. But the quotation of Psalm 95:11 in Hebrews 3:11 and 4:3 is 
only partly harmonized. The four quotations of Genesis 15:6 are not har¬ 
monized—Romans 4:3, 22; Galatians 3:6; and James 2:23. 

Greek usage, like English, includes both sexes under the masculine 
category in many instances. The KJV (and ASV) often supplied “men” or 
“man” where the original used only an adjective. The NKJB eliminates the 


male orientation of many statements by dropping the word man ( men ) 
in favor of “one 


they,” or "all. “When they revile 


person 

... you” (Matt. 5:11), “if anyone wants to sue you” (Matt. 5:40), “No one 
can serve two masters” (Matt. 6:24), "I say to this one" (Matt. 8:9), “Nor 
does anyone know the Father” (Matt. 11:27), “If anyone desires to come 

after Me” (Matt. 16:24), “If anyone says anything” (Matt. 21:3), “nor do you 
care about anyone" (Matt. 22:16; cf. 22:46), and “do good to all" (Gal. 

6:10). The reader is not to assume, however, that there is a general revision 
of masculine-oriented language. He still reads “every soul of man” (Rom. 
2:9), “the secrets of men” (Rom. 2:16), and “every man a liar” (Rom. 3:4). 
In these cases the Greek uses anthropos, which designates any human 
being without distinction of sex. 

The KJV had obscured distinctions hy using one English word where 
the Greek has used two different words. The NKJB corrects some of these 


anyone 


cases by using two different English words: “be not children in understand¬ 
ing ... in malice be ye children” (KJV) becomes “children ... babes” (I 
Cor. 14:20), “which are not of this fold ... be one fold” (KJV) becomes 
“fold ... flock” (John 10:16), “another gospel ... another gospel” (KJV) 
becomes “different ... another” (Gal. 1:6-7; cf. II Cor. 11:4), "Bear ye one 
another’s burdens ... bear his own burden” (KJV) becomes “hurden ... 
load” (Gal. 6:2, 5), and "repentance ... repented” (KJV) becomes “repen 
tance ... regretted” (II Cor. 7:10). In the NKJB the heavenly “creatures 
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of the Book of Revelation (5:6, 8; 6:1) are distinguished from the ‘‘beasts 

(Rev. 6:8; 11:7; 13:1; 17:8). 

However, the NKJB passes over other cases where a distinction is 
needed because different Greek words are used in the text: “knew their 
thoughts” [en th umeseis; Matt. 12:25) and “knowing their thoughts" (dian 
oemata ; Luke 11:17), “came to His own, and His own did not receive 
Him" {ta idia . . . hoi idioi ; John 1:11), "before Abraham was, I AM" 
{ge n es th a i ego eimi\ John 8:58), “Jesus I know, and Paul I know” tgi n osko 
.. . epistamai ; Acts 19:15), and “1 know in part, but then shall I know 
just as I also am known" {ginosko .. . epignosomai . . . epegnosthen ; I 

Cor. 13:12). 

To its credit the NKJB has reduced those cases where one Greek word 
is translated by a variety of English words. Su legeis is “It is as you say" 
(Matt. 27:11; Mark 15:2; Luke 23:3); the KJV had “Thou sayest,” and 
“Thou sayest it" Hairesis is “sect ... sect" (KJV, “sect ... heresy”; Acts 
24:5, 14). The NKJB has “reconciled ... reconciled ... reconciliation" 
(Rom. 5:10-11) rather than "reconciled ... reconciled ... atonement” (KJV), 
“judgment ... judgment" (I Cor. 11:29, 34) rather than “damnation ... 
condemnation" (KJV), “Praetorium" (Matt. 27:27; Mark 15:16; John 18:28, 
33; 19:9) rather than “common hall,” “Praetorium," and “judgment hall" 
(KJV), and “restraining... restrains” (II Thess. 2:6-7) rather than “withhold- 
eth ... letteth," and “shaken ... shaken” (Heh. 12:27-28) for “shaken ... 

moved" (KJV). Hades is uniformly transliterated (Matt. 16:18; Acts 2:31; 

etc.) rather than being translated as “hell" or “the grave” (KJV, I Cor. 

15:55). Gehenna is translated “hell" as it also was in the KJV. S&meion 
in the Gospel of John is consistently rendered “sign” (John 2:11; 4:54; etc), 
except when used by Jesus’ opponents (John 9:16). The KJV obscured the 
use of this characteristic word by using “sign” in three cases (John 2:18; 

6:30; 20:30) and by using "miracle” elsewhere. 

Despite its gesture toward more uniformity in rendering Greek phrases, 
the NKJB continues a variety that obscures the identity of a characteristic 
phrase of the Gospel of Matthew: “had ended" (Matt. 7:28), “finished" 
(Matt. 11:1), and "had finished" (Matt. 13:53; 19:1; 26:1). Variety is probahly 
justified when ecclesia is renderd "church" for a Christian group (Matt. 
16:18; 18:17; Acts 11:22, 26; I Cor. 12:28; 14:4), but “congregation" for 
the Old Testament people (Acts 7:38), and “assembly" for the crowd in 
Ephesus (Acts 19:41). But in other instances the NKJB creates distinctions 
where there is no difference. The following are examples of variety in 
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rendering one word or phrase: “Compassion” and “pity” (Matt. 18:33), 
“diversities” and “differences" (I Cor. 12:4-5), “soft garments" and “soft 
clothing” (Matt. 11:8), “ ‘everlasting’ punishment" and “ ‘eternal’ Life” (Matt. 

25:46; cf. 19:16; Mark 10:17), and “you see to that" (Matt. 27:4) and “you 
see to it" (Matt. 27:24). Parakletos is “Advocate” in I John 2:1, but 

becomes “Helper" in John 14:16, 26; 15:26; and 16:7, as it is in the NASB. 

For this last word the KJV has “Comforter" in the Gospel of John. Other 
variety is seen when metamorphousthai is "transfigure” (Matt. 17:2) and 
“transformed” (Rom. 12:2; II Cor. 3:18), possibly obscuring a connection. 
Psuche is rendered both “life" and “soul” in one passage (Matt. 16:25-26} 

where there is likely no change of subject. “Discern” and “judge” (I Cor. 
11:29, 31) are from the same word. “Fail," “vanish away,” and “done away” 
(I Cor. 13:8-10) are all from one word. “Glad tidings" and “gospel 
from one root (Rom. 10:15-16), one from the verb form and the other from 
the noun. The NKJB correctly changes hupomone to “perseverance” 
(when dealing with Job, James 5:11; cf. Rev. 3:10) and to “endurance” 

(Heb. 10:36; 12:1), but elsewhere retains “patience” when “perseverance” 
might be preferable (Luke 21:19; James 1:3-4; Rev. 1:9; 2:2-3, 19; 13:10; 
14:12). “Sulfur yellow” is preferred where the KJV had “brimstone” (Rev. 
9:17), but “brimstone" is then retained in other settings (Luke 17:29; Rev. 
9:18; 20:10). Monogenes is the traditional “only begotten” when referring 
to Jesus (John 1:18; 3:16) and Isaac (Heb. 11:17) but is “only” in other 
cases (Luke 7:12; 8:42; 9:38). In the First Epistle of John the NKJB 
translates gen nan as “bom” (I John 2:29; 3:9, 4:7; 5:1, 18); but in 5:1 after 
using “bom” once, it uses “begotten” (“begot") twice. Apaggellein is both 
“to bring ... word" (Matt. 28:8) and “told" (Luke 24:9), katartizein is 
“complete" (Heb. 13:21) and “perfect" (I Peter 5:10), charisma is “free 
gift” (Rom. 5:15-16) and “gift” (Rom. 6:23), and teleios is "perfect man" 
(Eph. 4:13), “mature" (I Cor. 2:6; Phil. 3:15), and “perfect” (Col. 1:28; 4:12; 

James 3:2). Porneia is at times the traditional rendering “fornication” 

(John 8:41; II Cor. 12:21; Gal. 5:19; Eph. 5:3; Rev. 19:2) but in many cases 

is “sexual immorality” (I Cor. 5:1; 6:13,18; 7:2), and those who participate 
are “the sexually immoral” (Rev. 21:8; 22:15). ErSmos may be either “wil¬ 
derness” (Luke 4:1; 5:16) or "desert” (Luke 1:80). ArrabOn (KJV, “earnest”) 
is “guarantee” (Eph. 1:14) and “deposit" (II Cor. 1:22; 5:5). The preposition 
eis in connection with baptism is “into” (Rom. 6:3; I Cor. 12:13; Gal. 3:27), 
but also “in” (Matt. 28:19; Acts 8:16; 19:5; I Cor. 1:13). These cases should 
make clear that additional attention needs to be given to uniformity. 


are 
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The NKJB is ambivalent in its treatment of doulos and sundoulos. A 

topic heading has “Slaves of Sin to Servants of God" (Rom. 6:15). Though 
when speaking of actual servitude the NKJB at times uses “slave” (Philem. 
16; Rev. 6:15), at other times it uses “servant" (Matt. 18:22-23; I Cor. 7:21, 
23; Eph. 6:6). While there are “slave of sin" (John 8:34) and “slaves of 
corruption” (II Peter 2:19), elsewhere the spiritual relationship is always 
rendered “servant” (Matt. 12:18; 24:49; 25:21; Luke 2:29; 17:7; Rom. 1:1; 
6:16-19; Phil. 1:1; 2:7; Col. 1:7; 4:7, 12; Titus 1:1; James 1:1; II Peter 1:1; 
Jude 1; Rev. 1:1; 6:11; 7:3; 10:7; 11:18; 15:3; 19:2, 5,10; 22:3, 6, 9). “Slave” 
would be better in all these places. In Matthew 22:3, 4, 6, 10 doulos is 
“servant,” but in verse 13 diakonos is also “servant,” obscuring a distinc¬ 
tion that should be preserved. To its credit, the NKJB ases “servant” for 
huios (Acts 3:13, 26; 4:27, 30) where the KJV by using “child” obscured 

the fact that an allusion to Isaiah 53 was being made. For another such 
allusion both versions use “servant” at Matthew 12:18 where pais occurs. 

The one Greek word apoluein is rendered both “put away” (Matt. 1:19; 
Mark 10:4) and “divorce" (Matt. 5:32; 19:3-9; Mark 10:2, 11; Luke 16:18). 

To its credit, the NKJB has reworked the paraphrases of the KJV. “God 

forbid” (KJV) gives way to “Certainly not!” (Rom. 3:4, 6, 31; 6:2; 7:7, 13), 
“cast the same in his teeth” to "reviled Him" (Matt. 27:44), “gave up the 
ghost" to "breathed His last" (Mark 15:37; Luke 23:46), “yielded up the 
ghost" to “yielded up His spirit” (Matt. 27:50), and "Ipray God " (I Thess. 
5:23) to "May the God_" 

The effort to retain theological terms must be responsible for the fact 
that sperma is rendered “seed” when it has to do with the promise to 
Abraham or with the descendant of David (Luke 1:55; John 7:42; Acts 
3:25; 13:23; Rom. 1:3; 4:13,16, 18; 9:7-8; 11:1; II Cor. 11:22; Gal. 3:16, 19, 
29; II Tim. 2:8; Heb. 2:16), but is “offspring" (Matt. 22:25; Mark 12:19-20) 
or “descendant" (John 8:33, 37; Acts 7:5-6) in other references. 

The NKJB has also attempted to correct some cultural items. “Shoes" 
becomes “sandals" (Matt. 3:11; Luke 15:22; John 1:27; Acts 7:33), “bottle" 
becomes "wineskin" (Matt. 9:17; Mark 2:22; Luke 5:37-38), “box” becomes 
"flask” (Matt. 26:7; Mark 14:3; Luke 7:37), "vinegar" becomes “sour wine" 
(John 19:29), “bag" becomes “money box” (John 12:6; 13:29), “candle" 
becomes “lamp” (Matt. 5:15; Luke 15:8), and “candlestick” becomes “lamp- 
stand” (Mark 4:21; Heb. 9:2; Rev. 1:12,13,20; 2:1, 5; 11:4). “Com” becomes 
“grain” (Matt. 12:1), “com fields" becomes “grainfields" (Luke 6:1), and 
“ears of com” becomes “heads of grain” (Matt. 12:1; Mark 2:23; Luke 6:1). 
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Tunic becomes the favored word for clothing (KJV, “coat"; Matt. 5:40; 

Luke 3:11). One wonders, however, if “the tiling” (Luke 5:19) is an appro¬ 
priate word for a fi rst-century roof. Also, rather than having people “re¬ 
cline” at meals, they sit (Matt. 9:10; 26:20; Mark 2:15; Luke 5:29; 11:37; 
22:14; John 12:2; 13:12). No notice is taken of the fact that different Greek 
words for hasket (both in the case of the feeding of the five thousand and 
in the case of the four thousand) suggest different sorts of baskets—the 
only distinction made is between “baskets" and “large baskets” (Matt. 
16:9-10; Mark 8:19-20). 

Some attention is given to the post- 1611 gain in knowledge of Greek 
vocabulary. The result is more accurate readings: “Hellenists" (“Grecians"; 
Acts 6:1; 9:29; 11:20), “Freedmen" (“Libertines"; Acts 6:9), “peddling the 
word of God” (“corrupt"; II Cor. 2:17), “chained" (“bound”; Mark 15:7), 
“writing tablet” (“table”; Luke 1:63), “pure milk” ("sincere milk”; I Peter 
2:2), “rubbish” (“dung”; Phil. 3:8). “The revelation of Jesus Christ" (“ap¬ 
pearing”; I Peter 1:7,13) is a more accurate rendering of apokalypsis, and 
"collection" (“gathering"; I Cor. 16:1-2) oifogia. Many choices, however, 
do not reflect any gain in knowledge of Greek vocabulary. Oikoumene 
remains “all the world" (Luke 2:1) though it means “the Roman world.” 
Aggareuein remains “compel” (Matt. 5:41) with no indication that it con¬ 
notes compulsion by an occupying army; apechein remains “they have 

their reward" (Matt. 6:2, 5,16) and “I have all things” (Phil. 4:18) with no 

hint that it carries the import of “being paid in full,” and kat' oikon 
remains “from house to house” (Acts 2:46) when it should be “at home.” 
“Couch” (Luke 5:24) would be more accurately “mat”; “town” or “village” 
would more accurately describe a place like Nain than does “city” (Luke 
7:11). “Book” is at times retained (Luke 4:17, 20) as a rendering otbibtion, 
but why is it not “scroll,” as in Revelation 5:1? Should not “unruly" (I 
Thess. 5:14) and “disorderly" (II Thess. 3:6, 7, 11) be “idle”? Would not 
“epistle” (II Cor. 3:1; Col. 4:16) be better as “letter"? Should not “lamps 
of fire” (Rev. 4:5) be “torches of fire"? Why has “Beelzebub” (as KJV; 
Matt. 10:25; 12:24) been retained when the Greek has “Beelzebul" in Mat¬ 
thew 12:24? 

The NKJB has made an effort to clarify readings: “temple tax” (“trib¬ 
ute"; Matt. 17:24), “charitable deed” (“alms"; Matt. 6:2), “a young goat” 
(“kid”; Luke 15:29), “Woman, what does your concern have to do with 
Me?” (“Woman, what have I to do with thee?”; John 2:4), “you rightly say" 
(KJV, "thou sayest”; NASB, “You say correctly ”; John 18:37), “gnashed 
him with their teeth” (“gnashed on him”; Acts 7:54), “bum with passion" 
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("bum”; I Cor. 7:9), “a believing wife” (“a sister, a wife ; 1 Cor. 9:5), "boun¬ 
tiful gift” ("bounty”; II Cor. 9:5), “palace guard” (“palace"; Phil. 1:13), 
“nursing mother” (nurse”; I Thess. 2:7), and “poured out as a drink offering” 
(“ready to be offered"; II Tim. 4:6). In matters of sexual perversion “effemi¬ 
nate homosexuals” (“effeminate”; I Cor. 6:9) and “sodomites” (arseno- 
koites; KJV, “abusers of themselves with mankind"—I Cor. 6:9; “them that 
defile themselves with mankind”—I Tim. 1:10) are used. 

Some words that had been supplied in the KJV, but colored the meaning 
of the passage, are dropped: "But He" (“But this man"; Heb. 7:24). The 

phrases “count them but dung" (Phil. 3:8) and “this one thing" (Phil. 3:13) 
are both sharpened by the additions. The NKJB dropped both of them. 
However, in other instances additions are retained. In each of the following 
the pronoun is supplied: "their journey” (Mark 6:8), “their moneybelLs” 

(Mark 6:8), “my true son" (KJV, “own son”; I Tim. 1:2), “His doctrine” (I 
Tim. 6:1), "His Son" (Heb. 1:2), and “their unlawful deeds" (II Peter 2:8). 

Though supplying a pronoun with "doctrine” at I Timothy 6:1, neither the 
KJV nor the NKJB has the pronoun at I Timothy 6:3. In Hebrews 12:2 

the pronoun in “our faith” makes the faith to be the believers’ faith; without 
the addition, it could be Jesus’ own faith. “This feast" (John 7:8) supplies 
a demonstrative not in the Greek text. 

It has long been known that a shortcoming of the KJV is its lack of a 

fixed policy about the insertion or omission of the definite and indefinite 
article. The reader of the NKJB will have to struggle with the 

prohlem. There are cases where the KJV had the definite article, but the 
NKJB has dropped it: “a woman" (John 4:27), “Gentiles” (Rom. 2:14), and 

"a root of all kinds of evil” (I Tim. 6:10). At times a definite article in the 
Greek, which was omitted by the KJV, is supplied in the NKJB: “the one 
man’s offense ... the one Man, Jesus Christ” (Rom. 5:15, 17), and “the 
great trihulation" (Rev. 7:14). In other cases the definite article present in 
Greek is judged unnecessary in English: "foundations” (Heb. 11:10), “white 
robes" (Rev. 7:13), “outer darkness ... weeping” (Matt. 8:12), "wailing 

... gnashing” (Matt. 13:42, 50), "weeping ... gnashing” (Matt. 22:13; 24:51; 
25:30; Luke 13:28), “wrath” (Rom. 5:9), and 

following list of passages where the definite article has 
at least some cases either no article or an indefinite article would have 
been preferable: "the Son of God” (Matt. 27:54; Mark 15:39), “the Unknown 
God” (Acts 17:23), “the hope of the promise” (Acts 26:6), “the temple" 
(I Cor. 3:16), “the city" (Heb. 11:10), “the Son of Man” (Rev. 1:13; 14:14), 


same 


many (Rom. 5:15). In the 


been supplied, in 
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and the everlasting gospel (Rev. 14:6). In yet another direction, an in¬ 
definite article supplied in the KJV has sometimes been dropped, resulting 

in the readings: “God is Spirit” (John 4:24) and “There is sin leading to 
death” (I John 5:16). Since the use of the article in Greek does not cor¬ 
respond with its use in English, this question is a perplexing one for all 
translators. 

In numerous cases the NKJB has abandoned translation choices made 

in the text of 1611 in favor of its marginal readings. This lends credence 
to the charge made by Hugh Broughton that the preferable readings had 

only made the margin in 1611, 9 though that would not be true in all 
instances. 

The following are selected examples of these preferable readings and 
involve improvements in matters of accuracy, style, and/or communica¬ 
bility: “said to those of old” (KJV, “by”; Matt. 5:21), “power over unclean 
spirits” (KJV, “ against Matt. 10:1), “took counsel against Him” (KJV, 
“held a council against him"; Matt. 12:14), “our lamps are going out” 
(KJV, "are gone out"; Matt. 25:8), “the right to become children of God” 
(KJV, “power”; John 1:12), “the Sheep Gate” (KJV, “sheep market "; John 
5:2), “Greeks” (KJV, “Gentiles”; John 7:35), “I will not leave you orphans” 
(KJV, “comfortless”; John 14:18), “they have no excuse for their sin" (KJV, 
“cloke"; John 15:22), “His office let another take” (KJV, “bishoprick”; Acts 

1:20), “the city of the Ephesians is temple guardian” (KJV, “a worshipper"; 
Acts 19:35), “also of the Greek" (KJV, “of the Gentiles”; Rom. 2:9), “the 
passions of sins" (KJV, "the motions of sin”; Rom. 7:5), “waiting for the 

revelation of our Lord Jesus Christ" (KJV, “the coming”; f Cor. 1:7), “keep 
the traditions as I delivered them to you” (KJV, “the ordinances”; I Cor. 
11:2), “we use great boldness of speech” (KJV, “plainness”; II Cor. 3:12), 
“renounced the hidden things of shame” (KJV, “dishonesty"; II Cor. 4:2), 
“we commend ourselves” (KJV, “approving ourselves"; II Cor. 6:4), “which 
God has prepared beforehand” (KJV, “hath before ordained”; Eph. 2:10), 
“in the heavenly places” (KJV, “in high places "; Eph. 6:12), “the kingdom 
of the Son of His love” (KJV, “of his dear Son”; Col. 1:13), “Set your mind 
on things above” (KJV, “your affection”; Col. 3:2), “if anyone has a com¬ 
plaint against another" (KJV, “have a quarrel"; Col. 3:13), “Therefore he 

who rejects this does not reject man, but God” (KJV, “despiseth"; I Thess. 


e Hugh Broughton, A Censure of the iMte Translation for Our Churches , ca. 1612 (S.T.C. 


3847). 
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4:8), “the patience of Christ” (KJV, “the patient waiting for Christ ; II 

Thess. 3:5), “observe these things without prejudice” (KJV, “without pre¬ 
ferring one another”; I Tim. 5:21), "fulfill your ministry" (KJV, “make full 

proof”; II Tim. 4:5), “Joshua" (KJV, “Jesus"; Heb. 4:8), “the same example 
of disobedience" (KJV, "of unbelief"; Heb. 4:11), “who has been perfected 
forever" (KJV, “consecrated for evermore”; Heb. 7:28), “glory in his exal¬ 
tation” (KJV, “rejoice in that he is exalted"; James 1:9), “that we shall 
receive a stricter judgment” (KJV, “greater condemnation"; James 3:1), 
“from your desires for pleasure that war in your members” (KJV, “of your 
lusts"; James 4:1, 3), “love will cover a multitude of sins” (KJV, “charity"; 
I Peter 4:8), “I pray that you may prosper” (KJV, “wish above all things"; 
III John 2), “golden bowls full of incense" (KJV, “odours"; Rev. 5:8), “a 
great sign appeared in Heaven" (KJV, "wonder”; Rev. 12:1, 3), and “he had 
power to give breath to the image” (KJV, “give life"; Rev. 13:15). 

There are other cases where the margin of 1611 could have been fol¬ 
lowed with profit, but is not: "there was darkness over all the earth" 
(margin, “land"; Luke 23:44), "bom again” (margin, “from above”; John 
3:5, 7), “and He anointed the eyes of the blind man with clay” (margin, 
“spread the clay on the eyes of the blind man”; John 9:6), “How long do 
You make us doubt?” (margin, “hold us in suspense”; John 10:24), “for 
without Me you can do nothing” (margin, “severed from me”; John 15:5), 
“you will be scattered, each to his own” (margin, "his own home”; John 
16:32), and “give a defense to everyone who asks you a reason for the hope 

that is in you with meekness and fear” (margin, “reverence”; I Peter 3:15). 


Theological Bias? 

Though the NKJB claims to have retained all the traditional theological 
words—a claim whose veracity rests on how one defines “theological 
words”—it has been taken to task by a reviewer for revealing a theological 
bias of its own in the changes it has and has not made. 10 He charges, for 
example, that in Matthew 24:33 the change of “it is near” (the fall of 
Jerusalem) to “He is near” (suggesting Christ’s second coming) was for the 
sake of making room for the dispensational interpretation; however, this 
change in the gender of the pronoun had already been made in the ASV 

,0 Dale Moody, review of the New King James Bible: New Ifcstament, in Review and Expositor 
77 (Winter 1978): 110-13. 
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with “it relegated to the margin. In the parallel passage in Mark 13:29, 

“it” is retained in the NKJB though the ASV had already made the change 
to "he" with “it” given in the margin. It appears that the NKJB lacks 
consistency in the treatment of these parallel verses. 

The same reviewer sees the same theological interest at II Thessalo- 
nians 2:7, where the KJV and ASV have used “he” but the NKJB has “He" 
(a marginal note gives “he" as an option—the only such option in the 

entire volume). The capitalization in the text reflects the belief that the 
Holy Spirit is being spoken of, a view espoused in Dispensationalism. The 

reader could, of course, identify “He” with “the Lord” spoken of in verse 

8; but in that event confusion results, for one would not otherwise expect 
the Lord to be “taken out of the way.” 

The punctuation of Galatians 6:16 requires that “as many as walk ac¬ 
cording to this rule” be regarded as one group and “the Israel of God” as 
another—a view espoused by Dispensationalism. If the conjunction kai is 

explanatory, the two groups are identical and the second term is explana¬ 
tory of the first. That “Antichrist" is capitalized in some instances in the 
Epistles of John (I John 2:18; 4:3), but not in others {I John 2:18, 22; II 
John 7), suggests all the speculation surrounding the topic of the Anti¬ 
christ. Is it coincidental that “dispensation" has been retained as the ren¬ 
dering for oikonomia in Ephesians 1:10 and 3:2, though it is rendered 
“stewardship” at I Corinthians 9:17 and Colossians 1:25? 

The following section headings all suggest a concern for Dispensation¬ 
alism: “The Great Tribulation" (Matt. 24:15; Mark 13:14; Luke 21:20), 
“The Son of Man Will Judge the Nations” (Matt. 25:31), “Israel's Rejection 
Not Final” (Rom. 11:11), “The Great Apostasy” (II Thess. 2:1; I Tim. 4:1), 
“Deceptions of the Last Hour” (I John 2:18), and “The Great White Throne 
Judgment" (Rev. 20:11). 

Moody sees a brief for the doctrine of original sin in that, though 
Romans 3:23 retains the translation of pantes hemarton as “all have 
sinned," in Romans 5:12 eph'hoi pantes hemarton is changed from “for 
that all have sinned” (KJV) to “because all sinned” (as NASB). Not only 

are identical Greek phrases variously rendered, but this rendering of Ro¬ 
mans 5:12 is nearer the 1611 margin (“in whom all sinned”) than it is to 

the 1611 text. Furthermore, “being dead in your sins 
2:1, 5) for the dative construction tois paraptomasin , which the ASV 
rendered “through your trespasses,” remains uncorrected. (The NASB also 
reverted to the KJV rendering of this passage.) 


(Col. 2:13; cf. Eph. 
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The capitalization of “AM” in both text and subject heading for the 
phrase "before Abraham was, I AM” (John 8:58) arises out of the belief 
held in some theological circles that Jesus’ intent was to identify himself 
with the wording used in the declaration in the desert to Moses: "I AM 
THAT 1 AM" (Exod. 3:14). The same Greek phrase {ego eimi) is translated 
“I am He” in John 18:5-6 and “I am” in Mark 14:62 and Luke 22:70. 

In II Timothy 2:15 “study” correctly becomes “Be diligent" (and in I 
Thess. 4:11 “aspire to”), but why is “rightly dividing the word of truth” 
(II Tim. 2:15) left unchanged? Could it be that, although the Greek phrase 
means “handling correctly” or “cutting a straight course,” “rightly dividing” 
is retained because it is a theological term in fundamentalist circles? 

The treatment of diatheke, which the KJV rendered "testament,” merits 
notice. The NKJB usually uses “covenant,” which modem students would 
agree is correct (Matt. 26:28; Mark 14:24; Luke 22:20; I Cor. 11:25; II Cor. 
3:6; Heh. 7:22; 9:15, 20; Rev. 11:19). In Hebrews 9:16-17 “testament” is 
used, and to that no exception is to be taken. The maker of the testament 
is called “the testator" (Heb. 9:16-17), which is a current legal term though 
"he who made it” might be simpler for children to grasp. However, after 
reading “new covenant” in II Corinthians 3:6, one reads at verse 14: “For 

until this day the same veil remains unlifted in the reading of the Old 
Testament, because the veil is taken away in Christ.” With this rendering 
the contrast which Paul was making between the two covenants has van¬ 
ished in the NKJB, doubtless because of someone's theological bent! The 
KJV may have had the wrong English word here, but at least it retained 
the comparison by a consistent translation of the word diatheke:. 

Belief in the personality of the Devil is stronger now in fundamentalist 
circles than it seems to have been in 1611. Whereas the KJV rendered ho 
ponews as “evil” (Matt. 5:37; 6:13; John 17:15), “the wicked” (Eph. 6:16), 
“that wicked one" (I John 5:18), and “wickedness" (I John 5:19), the NKJB 
uses “the evil one" for the first three cases and “the wicked one" for the 

other three. There is no objective way to know whether to translate ho 
porteros as “the evil” or as “the evil one.” 

The policy of retention of theological words did not extend to "dam¬ 
nable,’ which becomes “destructive” (II Peter 2:1); to “damnation,” which 
becomes “condemnation” (Matt. 23:14, 33; Mark 3:29; 12:40; Luke 20:47; 
John 5:29; Rom. 3:8; I Tim. 5:12), “judgment” (Rom. 13:2; I Cor. 11:29), 
or "destruction" (II Peter 2:3); nor to “damned," which becomes 


con- 


349 



THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NIV 


demned (Mark 16:16; Rom. 14:23; II Thess. 2:12). These wholesome shifts 
had already been made in the RV/ASV in 1881/1901. 


Style 


As a literary monument to the Jacobean period, the KJV stands on its 
own merits and needs no defense. But the NKJB is in a style never used 
naturally by English-writing people at any time or any place. It is a curious 

mixture of Jacobean style with glosses of twentieth-century vocabulary 
which led one reviewer to call it “the hand of Esau but the voice of 
Jacob. 

Though the following are isolated examples, I, for one, would insist that 
they fall short of KJV dignity, “when they ran out of wine" (John 2:3), 
“Boys, have you any food?” (John 21:5), “He put up with their ways in the 
wilderness” (Acts 13:18), “you put up with fools" (II Cor. 11:19), and "you 
put up with it” (II Cor. 11:20). 

For the modem reader many stylistic advances certainly have been made 
in the NKJB. Spellings are made current. The use of “shall” and "will” 
has changed since 1611; hence, the NKJB has “will be” where the KJV 
had “shall be” (Matt. 24:3, 41; etc.). Appositional clauses were often intro¬ 
duced with “even” (Matt. 23:8, 10); the NKJB usually drops “even,” but 

has retained it in a few passages (Matt. 24:33; 28:20; Gal. 4:14). “Who” 

replaces “which” or “that” when alluding to persons. "His” for the neuter 
third person singular possessive pronoun is dropped in favor of “its” (Matt. 
5:13; 24:32; 26:52; I Cor. 15:38). The dropping of “est” and "th” verb 

endings and the use of “you” and “your” instead of the old English second 
person pronouns are gains. At the same time, one wonders how this prac¬ 
tice can please those fundamentalists who earlier insisted that these forms 
were essential in prayer for proper reverence and who also insisted that 
the dropping of “Thee” and “Thou” in other versions was due to modern¬ 
istic influences. Do Moore and his associates write these people off, or will 
such people now do an about-face and accept his publication? Will those 
who have steadfastly insisted that the KJV is understandable now admit 

that they do not understand all of it and adopt the NKJB? 

The NKJB has broken Ephesians 1:3-14 (which, in the original Greek, 

consisted of one sentence of more than two hundred words, and which was 


ii 


It is debatahle whether the overall beauty has been enhanced. 


1, Hebcr F. Peacock, review of the New King James Bible: New Testament, in The Bible Trans 
lator 31 (July 1980): 338-39. 
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maintained in 1611 as one sentence) into three sentences, and Colossians 
1:9-17 into six. However, Luke 1:1-4, Galatians 1:15-17, and Hebrews 2:2-4 

remain one sentence. Style would be improved hy more effective sentence 

construction. 

In many cases a more normal word order than that of the KJV has been 
introduced. In the following examples, the KJV phrase is in parentheses: 
“Do not wash” ("wash not”; Matt. 15:2), “does not defile” (“defileth not”; 
Matt. 15:20), “He commanded" ("charged he"; Matt. 16:20), “do not forbid 

them" (“forbid them not"; Matt. 19:14), “Thke what is yours" (“Take that 
thine is"; Matt. 20:14), “did not understand” (“understood not"; Mark 9:32), 

“they all marveled” (“they marveled all"; Luke 1:63), “Do not weep" (“weep 
not"; Luke 7:13), “Do not be afraid" (“be not afraid”; Luke 8:50), “would 
not have died" (“had not died”; John 11:21), “What shall we do?" (“What 
do we?"; John 11:47), “He will give you" (“He will give it you"; John 16:23), 
“unfeigned faith" (“faith unfeigned"; I Tim. 1:5), "beloved brother" ("brother 
beloved"; Philem. 16), and “For we all stumble in many things" (“For in 
many things we offend all”; James 3:2). “I am indeed a Jew” corrects the 

awkward statement, “I verily am a man which am a Jew” (Acts 22:3), and 
“shut the door” replaces “shut to the door" (Luke 13:25). The list could 

be greatly extended. However, despite this good beginning, reversed word 
order has been retained in other cases: “the two fish he divided among 

them” (Mark 6:41), “for all counted John to have been a prophet indeed" 
(Mark 11:32), "John I have beheaded” (Luke 9:9), and “joy unspeakable" 
(I Peter 1:8). 

The effort to give a more contemporary style includes the correction of 

some cases where the KJV used the wrong preposition: “as our father” 

(“to"; Matt. 3:9; Luke 3:8), “by unrighteous mammon" (“of”; Luke 16:9), 

“killed by them" (“of”; Acts 23:27), “done by him” (“unto"; Luke 23:15), 

“agreed with him" (“to"; Acts 5:40), “offended at him" (“in"; Mark 6:3), 

“for the day" (“against"; John 12:7), "against myself” (“by"; I Cor. 4:4), “for 

God” (“to"; II Cor. 5:17), “for Him” (“unto”; II Cor. 5:15), and “until that 

day” (“against"; II Tim. 1:12). More careful attention to the matter of 

prepositions would have resulted in “by the Holy Spirit" (Matt. 1:18) where 
“of” is retained. 

Attention to other stylistic problems removes some of the redundancy, 
resulting in "go back” (“returned back”; Matt. 24:18) and “finding no way 
of punishing them" ("finding nothing how they might punish them"; Acts 
4:21). The superfluous use of the indefinite article with participles has 
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been dropped in some cases: being prepared" (“a preparing”; I Peter 3:20) 
and “going fishing” (“a fishing"; John 21:3). The use of “myself” and 

“himself” as nominatives has been corrected: “that I myself were accursed" 

(“that myself were accursed”; Rom 9:3), “He Himself" (“himself"; Matt. 
8:17), and “he was someone great” (“himself”; Acts 8:9). The double su¬ 
perlative is dropped, giving “the strictest sect" (“the most straitest sect"; 
Acts 26:5). “Cherubim," a transliterated Hebrew plural form, is not made 

“cherubims” (as the KJV; Heb. 9:5). “If anyone has ears" replaces “if any 
man have ears” (Mark 7:16). 

Other areas needing improvement have received attention. Adverbs 
needing an “ly" have been corrected: “suffers severely” (“sore”; Matt. 17:15), 
“very large” (“exceeding”; Mark 16:4), “exceedingly" (“exceeding”; Luke 
23:8), “wept greatly” (“sore”; Acts 20:37). The supplied second person 
pronoun is dropped from imperative phrases: “Go therefore" (“Go ye there¬ 
fore"; Matt. 28:19). The pronoun is also at times dropped from epithets: 
“Blind guides” (“Ve blind guides"; Matt. 23:16), “Fools and blind" (“Ye 
fools and blind”; Matt. 23:19); however, this latter policy is only partially 
carried through, for other cases retain the pronoun (cf. Matt. 25:26). 

The NKJB correctly drops “an" as an article before “one” or the letter 
“h”: “such a one” (“an one"; I Cor. 5:5), “hungry” (“an hungred"; Matt. 4:2), 
“High Priest” (“an high priest”; Heb. 5:5). The reading “does not behave 

rudely, does not seek its own” corrects the change in gender in the KJV: 
“doth not behave itself unseemly, seeketh not her own” (I Cor. 13:5). “Ivet 
each esteem another better than himself” replaces “... better than them¬ 
selves” (Phil. 2:3). 

Where no emphasis is intended, the auxiliary verbs “be, 


did, and 

“do” have been dropped: “goes astray” (“be gone"; Matt 18:12) and “is 
risen” (“be risen”; Matt. 17:9); “all ate” (“did eat”; Matt. 14:20), “those who 
ate” (“did eat”; Matt. 15:38; Mark 1:6; Luke 6:1), “spat” (“did they spit” 

(“didst send"; John 17:8); and “those who 


(Matt. 26:67), and sent me 


examine me ( that do examine me ; I Cor. 9:3). 

At its best the NKJB is in style a mingling of the traditional and the 
innovative. Among the innovations one discovers that "speck” and “plank" 
replace “mote” and "beam” (Matt. 7:4-5; Luke 6:41-42), “assuredly” re¬ 
places “verily" (Luke 4:24) and “most assuredly” replaces “verily, verily" 
(John 3:3), “very religious” (Acts 17:22) replaces “too superstitious," but 
“showbread” (Matt. 12:4), “leaven” (I Cor. 5:8), and “You almost persuade 
me to become a Christian” (Acts 26:28) are retained. An archaic atmos- 
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phere is maintained in the NKJB by use of expressions which, though 

understandable, are not the way twentieth-century man expresses himself. 
In Romans 12:12, “continuing instant in prayer," is only modified to "con¬ 
tinuing steadfastly in prayer, 
would be more contemporary were it “He resolutely set...,” and “ex¬ 
ceedingly sorrowful” (Mark 14:34) were it “most sorrowful.” “Swaddling 
cloths" (“swaddling clothes”; Luke 2:7) is an effort at correction which 
leaves one asking why “swaddling” is retained. The mingling of the tra¬ 
ditional and the current is also seen when we compare the heading “The 
Parable of the Good Samaritan" (Luke 10:25) with “The Parable of the 

Minas” (Luke 19:11), the latter reflecting the abandoning of the word 
"pounds” in favor of a transliteration. “The Parable of the Wicked Vine¬ 
dressers” replaces the "husbandmen” (Luke 20:9) of the KJV. 

Much is retained that is outright awkward English: “I have told you 

before, and foretell as if I were present a second time, and now being 
absent I write to those who have sinned before, and to all the rest, that if 
I come again I will not spare” (II Cor. 13:2), “Yet not even Titus who was 
with me, being a Greek, was compelled to be circumcised" (Gal. 2:3), and 
“And in Lystra a certain man without strength in his feet was sitting, a 

cripple from his mother’s womh, who had never walked" (Acts 14:8)—are 
all sentences that no English writer would use were he not translating. 

The sentence “And Barnabas they called Zeus and Paul Hermes, because 
he was the chief speaker” (Acts 14:12) has a Greek rather than English 

word order. The verse “whom God has sent forth to be a propitiation, 

through faith, in His blood, to demonstrate His righteousness, because of 
the passing over of the sins that were previously committed, through the 

forbearance of God” (Rom. 3:25) shows no great improvement in 
punctuation. 

Current English usage demands reversal of the pronoun order found in 
the Greek lest the speaker seem impolite. There is such reversal in I 
Corinthians 9:6 (“Barnabas and I”), but elsewhere one encounters “Me and 
you" (Matt. 17:27), “I and My Father” (John 10:30), “Me and My Father" 
(John 15:24), “myself and Apollos” (I Cor. 4:6), and “me and Barnabas” 
(Gal. 2:9). With respect to another area of style, the NKJB (as the KJV) 
has after a list of three items “the Pharisees confess both" (Acts 23:8). The 

t2 Sven K. Soderland, review of the New King James Bible; New Ttstamenl, in Crux 16 (June 
1980): 31-32. 


He steadfastly set his face (Luke 9:51} 


12 
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name “James the Less” {Jakobou tou mikrou ; Mark 15:40) is retained 

though certainly not a contemporary idiom. In other settings the word 
“less" in the KJV becomes “lesser” (Heb. 7:7) or “smaller” (Mark 4:31). 

Pleonastic constructions, common in Hebrew and Greek, are retained: 
“But he who received the seed ... this is he” (Matt. 13:20), “Whoever 

swears ... he is obligated" (Matt. 23:18), “But the Helper ... He will 

teach” (John 14:26). In many cases a participial phrase far removed from 
its antecedent, a construction which the KJV has perpetuated in English 
speech, is retained: “being glorified by all” (Luke 4:15) and “being one of 
the twelve" (John 6:71). The NKJB editors have not hesitated to render 
one example of litotes as “a long time” (as do the KJV and NASB; Acts 
14:28), but then they retain other examples such as “not a little” (Acts 
20:12) and “no mean city” (AcLs 21:39). 

Numerous Semitisms have been rendered into English phrases. “Gospel 

of the glory" becomes “glorious gospel" (I Tim. 1:11), "liberty of the glory" 
becomes “glorious liberty" (Rom. 8:21), and “let him die the death” be¬ 
comes “let him be put to death” (Matt. 15:4; Mark 7:10). However, many 
Semitisms that could have been made into English phrases are retained: 
“blessing I will bless" and "multiplying I will multiply” (Heb. 6:14) should 
be “I will indeed bless and multiply.” “Sons of the bridechamber” is changed 

to “friends of the bridegroom" (Mark 2:19; Luke 5:34), but in most cases 
the structure “son of” (which notes a characteristic) is retained unchanged: 
“son of hell” (Matt. 23:15), “son of perdition" (John 13:13; II Thess. 2:3), 
“son of the devil” (Acts 13:10), “son of peace" (Luke 10:6), “Son of En¬ 
couragement" (Acts 4:36), “sons of light" (John 12:36), “sons of the day” 
(I Thess. 5:5), "sons of this world” (KJV, “children of this world"; Luke 
16:8), “sons of light" (KJV, “children of light”; I Thess. 5:5), “children of 
wrath” (Eph. 2:3), “children of light" (Eph. 5:8), and “sons of disobedience" 
(Eph. 2:2). There are other genitive structures that are Semitisms: “body 
of sin" (Rom. 6:6), “oil of gladness" (Heb. 1:9), “Holy Spirit of promise" 
(Eph. 1:13), “horn of salvation" (Luke 1:69), “spirit of infirmity” (Luke 
13:11), and “man of sin” (II Thess. 2:3). Yet other types of Semitisms are 
“with desire I have desired” (Luke 22:15), “He added and spoke" (Luke 
19:11), and the introducing of a statement with “behold" (Matt. 28:11). 

Style would be improved in the NKJB if the editors had given more 
attention to the possibility of sometimes rendering the conjunction kai as 
“but” rather than the monotonous “and.” Such a policy would have resulted 
in the following: "But they left Him” (Mark 12:12), “but whoever lives" 
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(John 11:26), “but the whole world” {I John 5:19), and “But there shall hy 
no means” (Rev. 21:27). 


Communicability 

The effort to replace the archaic words of 1611 with their twentieth- 
century equivalents has made vast vocabulary changes, usually for the 

better, on every page of the NKJB. “Sycamine” is “mulberry tree” (Luke 
17:6), ‘‘publicans" has become “tax collectors” (Luke 18:10), “husbandmen” 
is “vinedressers" (Luke 20:9), “meek” has become “gentle" (Matt. 5:5), 

"Bishop" is 

"tinkling cymbal" is 

tions" (II Cor. 6:12), and “proverb" is “figurative language” (John 16:25). 

In the following examples of vocabulary change, the KJV word is given 
in parentheses. Many words no longer widely used have been dropped: 
“ham” ("gamer"; Matt. 3:12; Luke 3:17), "flavor" (“savour"; Matt. 5:13; 
Luke 14:34) or “aroma” (II Cor. 2:16; Phil. 4:18), "something” (“ought"; 
Matt. 5:23), “swear falsely" (“forswear"; Matt. 5:33), “use” ("mete”; Matt. 
7:2; Luke 6:38), “dull" (“gross”; Matt. 13:15), "opposite” (“over against”; 
Alatt. 21:2), “cluhs” (“staves”; Matt. 26:47; Luke 22:52), “right away” (“anon”; 
Mark 1:30), "arrived hefore them” (“outwent them”; Mark 6:33), “becomes 
rigid” (“pineth away”; Mark 9:18), “distracted with” (“cumbered”; Luke 
10:40), “use up" ("cumbereth"; Luke 13:7), “I think not” (“I trow not"; 
Luke 17:9), “weighed down" ("overcharged”; Luke 21:34), "carousing” 
(“surfeiting"; Luke 21:34), “criminals" (“malefactors”; Luke 23:33, 39), 

"bread" (“sop"; John 13:26), “in custody" ("in hold"; Acts 4:3), "distribu¬ 
tion" (“ministration”; Acts 6:1), "secretly induced” (“suhomed”; AcLs 6:11), 

“tried” (“assayed"; Acts 9:26), “squads” (“quartemions"; Acts 12:4), “poi¬ 
soned their minds against" (“made their minds evil affected against”; Acts 
14:2), “secretly” (“privily”; Acts 16:37), “joined" (“clave unto"; Acts 17:34), 
“venture" ("adventure”; Acts 19:31), “cargo” (“lading"; Acts 27:10), “Be 
brave" (“quit you like men”; I Cor. 16:13), “conceits” (“swellings”; II Cor. 
12:20), “ministry" (“ministration”; II Cor. 3:8-9), “conceit" (“vainglory”; 
Phil. 2:3), “example” (“ensample”; Phil. 3:17; I Thess. 1:7; II Thess. 3:9; 
I Peter 5:3) "passion of lust” (“lust of concupiscence"; I Thess. 4:5), "liga¬ 
ments” (“bands"; Col. 2:19), “money” (“lucre”; I Tim. 3:8), “obtain ... a 
good standing” (“purchase ... a good degree”; I Tim. 3:13), “braided hair" 

(“broided hair”; I Tim. 2:9), “helped you” (“succoured”; II Cor. 6:2), “kid- 


Overseer” (I Peter 2:25), “figure is "antitype (I Peter 3:21), 

clanging cymbal” (I Cor. 13:1), “bowels" is “affec- 
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nappers (“menstealers ; I Tim. 1:10), “pilfering” ("purloining”; Titus 2:10), 
“yeams jealously” (“lusteth to envy”; James 4:5), “harsh” (“froward”; I Peter 
2:18), “establish" (“stablish"; I Peter 5:10), “chest” ("paps”; Rev. 1:13), 
“minds” (“reins”; Rev. 2:23), and “dine with him” ("sup with ... 

3:20). 


; Rev. 


A much larger shift in vocabulary has been necessitated by those words 
which are still used but which have changed their meaning since 1611. 
These words of the KJV are of particular difficulty to the new reader of 
the KJV, for he is likely to take them in their current meaning and thereby 
miss the meaning of the biblical statement. Examples of the new readings 

in the NKJB include: “In the room of his father” becomes “instead of his 


father" (Matt. 2:22); “suffer” becomes “permit” (Matt. 3:15; 19:8; Acts 
21:39; 28:16), “let" (Matt. 8:21; 19:14; Luke 9:59; 18:16), or “allow” (Luke 

4:41); “suffer ye thus far” becomes “Permit even this" (Luke 22:51); “luna- 
tick” becomes “epileptic” (Matt. 17:15); and “sick of the palsy” becomes 
“paralyzed” (Matt. 8:6; Luke 5:24; Acts 8:7; 9:33). “Strait” becomes “dif¬ 
ficult” (Matt. 7:14), “save” becomes “except” (Gal. 1:19), “take no thought" 
becomes “do not worry” (Matt. 6:25), “mansions” becomes “dwelling places” 
(John 14:2), “fetched a compass” becomes “circled round" (Acts 28:13), 
and "peculiar people” (Titus 2:14) becomes “His own special people." 

“Careful” becomes “anxious” (Phil. 4:6), “prevent” becomes “anticipate" 

(Matt. 17:25) or “precede" (I Thess. 4:15), and "let” becomes “hindered” 
(Rom. 1:13) or “restrain" (II Thess. 2:7). “Sundry times” and “diverse por¬ 
tions" becomes “various times” and “different ways” (Heb. 1:1). “Sincere 
milk” becomes “pure milk” (I Peter 2:2); “charger" is "platter” (Matt. 14:8; 

Mark 6:28). “Superfluity” becomes “overflow" (James 1:21), “due benevo¬ 
lence” becomes “affection due" (I Cor. 7:3), “barbarous people" becomes 
“natives” (Acts 28:2). The term “Holy Spirit” is used instead of “Holy 
Ghost" (e.g., Matt. 1:20), and in keeping with Trinitarian views that the 
Spirit is a person, the third person masculine pronoun rather than a neuter 
is used when the Spirit is spoken of (John 7:39; 14:26; Rom. 5:5; 8:26; 

Eph. 4:30). 

In the following additional examples of words which are still used but 
which have changed their meaning since 1611, the KJV phrase is given in 
parentheses: “region" ("coasts"; Matt. 2:16; 16:13), “room” (“closet"; Matt. 
6:6), “put in order" (“garnish”; Matt. 12:44; Luke 11:25), “interest” (“usury”; 
Matt. 25:27), “notorious” (“notable”; Matt. 27:16), “the crowd" (“the press”; 
Mark 2:4), “power" (“virtue”; Mark 5:30; Luke 6:19; 8:46), “protected" 
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(“observed”; Mark 6:20), “chief men” (“chief estates"-, Mark 6:21), "trick- 

(“craft”; Mark 14:1), “made widely known" (“made known abroad"; 
Luke 2:17), “discussed" (“communed”; Luke 6:11), “earnestly” (“instantly"; 
Luke 7:4; Acts 26:7), “shrewdly" (“wisely”; Luke 16:8), “do business” ("oc¬ 
cupy"; Luke 19:13), “it was necessary" (“behoved”; Luke 24:46), “regiment” 
("band"; Acts 10:1), “clearly” (“evidently”; Acts 10:3), "bound at the four 
comers" (“knit at Acts 10:11), “we packed" (“took up our carriages”; 
Acts 21:15), “conversed" (“communed"; Acts 24:26), "foresight” ("provi¬ 
dence”; Acts 24:2), “strife" (“debate"; Rom. 1:29) or “contentions” (II Cor. 
12:20), “liberality” (“simplicity"; Rom. 12:8), “deprive” (“defraud”; I Cor. 

7:5), “without care” (“without carefulness"; I Cor. 7:32), “well-being” 
(“wealth”; I Cor. 10:24), “evil company” (“evil communications"; I Cor. 
15:33), “open" (“enlarged"; II Cor. 6:11, 13), “diligence” (“forwardness"; II 
Cor. 8:8, 17), "were desiring" (“forward”; II Cor. 8:10), “willingness" (“for¬ 
wardness”; II Cor. 9:2), “conduct" (“conversation”; Gal. 1:13; Eph. 2:3; 4:22; 
I Tim. 4:12; James 3:13; II Peter 2:7), “make known” (“certify"; Gal. 1:11), 
“eager to do” ("forward"; Gal. 2:10), “share” ("communicate”; Gal. 6:6; I 
Tim. 6:18), “citizenship” (“conversation"; Phil. 3:20), “lowly body" (“vile 
body”; Phil. 3:21), “gentleness" (“moderation"; Phil. 4:5), “fainthearted” 
("feeble-minded”; I Thess. 5:14), “every form of evil” ("all appearance of 
evil”; I Thess. 5:22), “idle talk” (“vain jangling"; I Tim. 1:6), “moderation” 
(“sobriety”; I Tim. 2:9), “to have authority” (“to usurp ...”; I Tim. 2:12), 
"older man" (“elder”; I Tim. 5:1), “disputes” (“questions”; I Tim. 6:4), 
“knowledge" (“science"; I Tim. 6:20), “min of” (“subverting"; II Tim. 2:14), 
“not violent” (“no striker”; Titus 1:7), "living" (“quick”; Heb. 4:12; I Peter 
3:18; 4:5), “illegitimate” (“bastard”; Heb. 12:8), “javelin” (“dart”; Heb. 12:20), 
“wickedness" (“naughtiness”; James 1:21), “implanted" (“engrafted”; James 
1:21), "a mirror” (“a glass”; James 1:23), “we all stumble" (“we offend all”; 
James 3:2), “compassionate" (“pitiful"; James 5:11), “honorable” (“honest"; 

I Peter 2:12), “have compassion” {“be pitiful"; I Peter 3:8), “pursue" (“en¬ 
sue"; I Peter 3:11), “filthy conduct" (“filthy conversation”; II Peter 2:7). 

The new vocabulary attempts to supply more commonly used words for 
less frequently used words even when the latter would still be understood: 
“hewn down" becomes “cut down" (Matt. 7:19), “asses” has become “don¬ 
keys” (Matt. 21:2; John 12:15), “chickens” becomes “chicks” (Matt. 23:37), 
“cock” becomes “rooster" (Matt. 26:34,74-75; Mark 14:30, 72; Luke 22:34, 
61), "bier” becomes "coffin” (Luke 7:14), and “fruits" becomes 
(Luke 12:17). In the following cases, the KJV phrase is in parentheses: 


ery 


crops 
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“region (“parts ; Matt. 2:22), “immediately" (“straightway"; Matt. 3:16; 
4:20), “from there” (“thence”; Matt. 4:21; 5:26), “begged" (“besought"; 
Matt. 8:34; Mark 8:22), “well” (“whole"; Matt. 9:12, 22; Mark 5:34), 
cept” or “but" (“saving"; Matt. 5:32; 11:27; Mark 6:5), “nursing babies” 
(“them that give suck”; Matt. 24:19; Mark 13:17), “furious” (“wroth”; Matt. 
22:7), “three times” (“thrice"; Mark 14:30; Acts 10:16), “sandle strap” 
(“latchet”; Mark 1:7; Luke 3:16), “makes a tear” (“rent”; Luke 5:36), “strike” 
(“smite”; Luke 6:29), “waist” (“loins"; Luke 12:35), “fertilize it" (“dung it"; 

Luke 13:8), “would gladly" (“would fain”; Luke 15:16), “come at once” 
(“by and hy"; Luke 17:7), “pretended" (“feign”; Luke 20:20), “about this" 

("thereabout"; Luke 24:4), “completely clean" (“clean every whit"; John 
13:10; cf. II Cor. 11:5), “ends of" (“uttermost part”; Acts 1:8), “was near” 
("was nigh"; Acts 9:38), and “harass" (“vex”; Acts 12:1). 

More current forms of many words are adopted: “leather belt" (“leathern 
girdle"; Matt. 3:4), “often” (“oft”; Matt. 9:14), “fattened cattle” (“fatlings”; 

Matt. 22:4), “Everyone is looking for You” (“All men seek for thee”; Mark 
1:37), “was no better" (“was nothing bettered”; Mark 5:26), “fattened calf” 
(“fatted calf”; Luke 15:23, 30), “grafted” (“graffed”; Rom. 11:23), “deter¬ 
mined council” (“determinate counsel”; Acts 2:23), and “the calling with 
which you were called” (“the vocation wherewith ye are called”; Eph. 4:1). 

The changes in spellings and verb forms are extensive: “endures" (“dur- 
eth”; Matt. 13:21), “spread” (Matt. 21:8) or “scattered seed” (“strawed”; 
Matt. 25:24, 26), “betrays” (“bewrayeth”; Matt. 26:73), “helped” (“holpen”; 
Luke 1:54), "glistening" (“glistering”; Luke 9:29), “aware of” (“ware of"; 
Acts 14:6; cf. II Tim. 4:15), and “hoisted" (“hoised"; Acts 27:40). There 
are numerous other examples. 

In the treatment of proper names, spellings from Hebrew, rather than 
from Greek, are used for Old Testament characters: Elijah, Elisha, Jonah, 
Isaiah, and Jeremiah. Joshua is used rather than Jesus (Acts 7:45; Heb. 
4:8). Timotheus is modified to Timothy (Acts 16:1; Rom. 16:21; I Thess. 
1:1); but given this policy, one wonders why Silas is used in the Book of 
Acts (Acts 15:22, 32, 40) while in the Epistles he is Silvanus (II Cor. 1:19; 
I Thess. 1:1; II Thess. 1:1). Is the Latin form Silvanus more sacrosanct 
than is Timotheus? In Philippians 4:2 Euodias (a masculine form) is cor¬ 
rectly changed to Euodia (a feminine form). 

Translating words that the KJV transliterated gives clarity. “Anathema” 
was already made "accursed” by the KJV at Romans 9:3; I Corinthians 
12:3; and Galatians 1:8-9; but where the KJV had “anathema” (I Cor. 16:22) 


ex- 
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Maranatha becomes O Lord, come! accom- 


the NKJB has “accursed, 
panied by the only marginal note in the NKJB New Testament giving the 

traditional transliteration of terms. Despite this good start, transliterations 

like “Rabboni" (“Lord”; Mark 10:51) and “Rabbi" (“Master"; Mark 11:21; 
14:45) are introduced where they do not appear in the KJV. The reader is 

also left to wrestle with the meaning of “Raca" (Matt. 5:22), 


mammon 

(Matt. 6:24; Luke 16:9, 11, 13), “Lord of Sabaoth" (Rom. 9:29; James 5:4), 
“Hosanna” (Matt. 21:9; John 12:13), and "Abaddon” and “Apollyon” (Rev. 
9:11). One wonders why “Abaddon" is given in italics but “Apollyon" is 


not. 


Despite its policy of moving toward a more current speech, the NKJB, 

however, still retains many phrases which are no longer currently used: 
“took to him his wife" (Matt. 1:24), “did not know her" (Matt. 1:25), 
great way off" (Luke 15:20), “seize on His words” (Luke 20:20), “possess 
your souls" (Luke 21:19), and “abide” (Luke 24:29). Mary (Matt. 1:18) and 
the woman of Revelation (12:2) are “with child” though other women 
become “pregnant" (Matt. 24:19; Mark 13:17; Luke 21:23; I Thess. 5:3). 

Time is still indicated by ordinals—the “first," “sixth," and “tenth" hours 

(Matt. 20:5; Luke 23:44; Acts 10:3, 9). “Glad tidings" (Acts 13:32) should 
be “good news," and “exceedingly trouble" (Acts 16:20) should be "trouble 
very much.” "Translate" (Col. 1:13; Heb. 11:5) could be “transfer.” 

One is left wondering why “babe” (Luke 1:44; 2:12, 16; Rom. 2:20) did 
not become “baby,” the term used elsewhere (Matt. 24:19; Mark 13:17; 
Luke 21:23); why “ponder" (Luke 2:19) is not “thought about"; why "slum¬ 
bered and slept" (Matt. 25:5) is not “dozed and slept"; why “provided” 
(Heb. 11:40) is not “foreseen"; why “unspeakable" (II Cor. 9:15; I Peter 1:8) 
is not “indescribable” or “inexpressible"; and why "Do not weep” (Rev. 
5:5) is not "Do not cry." “You are beside yourself” (KJV, “mad"; Acts 
12:15) is used to address Rhoda, but “is driving you mad" (Acts 26:24) 
and “I am not mad” (Acts 26:25) are retained elsewhere. “Care” (1 Peter 
5:7) would be better rendered “anxiety," “stock of Israel" (Phil. 3:5) “people 
of Israel," and “whose god is their belly” (Phil. 3:19) “their god is their 
stomach." A more thorough revision would have modernized “manifold 
temptations” (1 Peter 1:6), “gird up the loins of your minds” (I Peter 1:13), 
and “wounded to death" (Rev. 13:3). “Brethren, 

ious circles, is used in some cases (Matt. 23:8; 28:10; John 20:17; 21:23; 
Acts 7:23,25; Gal. 6:1,18), but “brothers” (Matt. 12:48-50; Acts 1:14; 7:13) 
is used in others. “Prune” takes the place of "purge” (John 15:2) when 


a 


a word confined to relig- 
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dealing with vines, but “purge” (Matt. 3:12; Luke 3:17) is retained in other 
contexts where “cleanse” would be preferable. 

The reader of the NKJB will need a commentary to know the meanings 
of “the mutilation” (KJV, “concision”; Phil. 3:2) and “I wish those ... were 
also cut off” (Gal. 5:12). He may still need to be told that “to visit orphans 
and widows” (James 1:27) means more than to go to see them. No effort 

is made in the NKJB to distinguish when the Greek word sarx means the 

physical body (Rom. 3:20; 4:1) and when it means the seat of sin (Rom. 
8:4ff.). In both cases it is translated “flesh.” A change from “likeness of 

God” to “similitude of God” (James 3:9) is no gain. “Edifies" (I Cor. 8:1) 
would be simpler were it “builds up." “Be of good cheer” (Matt. 9:2), “Joy 
to you” (an effort to correct “All Hail” [Matt. 28:9]) and “heavy with sleep" 
(Luke 9:32) are not contemporary expressions. “What manner of conver¬ 
sation is this that you have with one another?" (Luke 24:17) replaces “What 
manner of communications are these that ye have one to another?” but 
there would have been even further improvement had it become “What 
sort of conversation is this you are having?" 

In certain cases the NKJB gives measures in “gallons" (KJV, “firkins”; 
John 2:6), but elsewhere (Luke 16:6-7) no effort is made to give a modem 
equivalent; only “measure" is used. Numbers are regularly given in modem 
form: “ninety-nine” (“ninety and nine”; Luke 15:4, 7), and weight is in 
“pounds" (“hundred pounds weight"', John 19:39). Some distances are 
given in "milas" (“furlongs"; Luke 24:13), but others are in “furlongs" (Rev. 
21:16). “Cubits” (Matt. 6:27; Luke 12:25) and "mites” (Mark 12:42; cf. laike 
12:59; 21:2) are retained. 

In some respects the KJV would have been more understandable to the 
1611 reader than the NKJB will be to the modem reader. The KJV trans¬ 
lators occasionally informed the reader by a marginal note the meaning of 
certain terms, but the NKJB has no such notes. In the following examples, 
if the NKJB has a term different from that of the KJV, the new term is in 
parentheses; otherwise the KJV and NKJB use identical terms: “bushel” 
(Matt. 5:15; Mark 4:21; NKJB, “basket"), "farthing” (Matt. 10:29; NKJB, 
“copper coin”), 

NKJB, “temple tax”), “a piece of money” (Matt. 17:27), “talent" (Matt. 
18:24; 25:15), “pence” (Matt. 18:28; Luke 7:41; NKJB, “denarius”), “penny” 
(Matt. 20:2; 22:19; Mark 12:15; NKJB, “denarius”), “hardness of heart" 
(Mark 3:5), “money” (Mark 6:8; NKJB, “copper"), “pennyworth” (Mark 
6:37; NKJB, “denarius worth"), “money” (Mark 12:41), “mite” (Mark 12:42), 


(Matt. 13:33), “tribute money" (Matt. 17:24; 


measure 
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“farthing" (Mark 12:42; NKJB, “quadrans”), "sorrows” (Mark 13:8), “spike¬ 
nard” (Mark 14:3), “Dayspring" (Luke 1:78), “ten pieces of silver" (Luke 
15:8), “measures of oil” (Luke 16:6), “measures of wheat” (Luke 16:7), 

"mammon 
vary 


(Luke 16:9, 11), “pounds” (Luke 19:13; NKJB, “minas ), "Cal* 

(Luke 23:33), “power” (John 1:12; NKJB, “right"), “tenth hour" (John 
1:39), “the Christ” (John 1:41), “A Stone" (John 1:42), “fifteen furlongs" 
(John 11:18; NKJB, “two miles"), “spirit of divination" (Acts 16:16), "Ar¬ 
eopagus" (Acts 17:19), “honest" (Phil. 4:8; NKJB, “noble”), “a measure" 
(Rev. 6:6), and “Apollyon” (Rev. 9:11). 

In 1611 the translators supplied an explanation for “with desire I have 
desired" (Luke 22:15): “I have heartily desired." The NKJB has none. 
“Common hall” carried the explanation “governor’s house” (Matt. 27:27), 
but it becomes “Praetorium” in the NKJB with no explanation. In marginal 
notes at I Corinthians 16:22 the NKJB gives “anathema” and “Maranatha" 


as alternates to their translated meaning, and the term denarius receives 
an explanatory note at John 12:5 and Revelation 6:6, but not at any of its 

other frequent occurrences in the Gospels. 

Given the modifications that have been made, one must wonder what 

overall rules determined the vocabulary that was to remain untouched. 
The change in vocabulary is in general beneficial, but would not the out¬ 
come have been more desirable had the revision been more thoroughgoing? 


Conclusion 

How near have the editors of the NKJB come to their goal of seeking 
to “unlock the spiritual treasures found uniquely in the King James Version 

evaluation has shown that the NKJB (New 
Testament) is neither the KJV of 1611 nor a revision into current English . 
At many points one asks, Why stop here? Why not adopt current usage? 
A more thorough evaluation than has been given will be made after pub¬ 
lication of the Old Testament, for which the task of revision will be even 
more difficult than it has been for the New Testament. 

Despite the numerous admirable corrections the NKJB makes, it is a 
lit erary monument to tradition . The major questions raised by its publi¬ 
cation are questions of allegiance to tradition—just how binding is that 
tradition? Why does the church need a New King James Bible? Did God 
g ive his revelation in the English of the KJV or in the Greek, Hebrew, and 
Aramaic texts ? Is the King James a tradition to which the church should 


of the Holy Scriptures ? 
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always conform? Was that version guided by a divi ne providence not shared 
with other translat ion effort s? Does the KJV form of wording have a divine 
approval that other tr ansi a ti o as do not have? The author has attempted to 

answer these questions in his chapter on the KJV. 

The NKJB is easier for the reader to understand than is the KJV Any 
light that it may afford to any Bible reader is welcomed. If any person who 
refuses to read other efforts will read the NKJB, then, despite its short¬ 
comings, it may serve a good purpose. As one reviewer, from whose work 
some of my examples have come, pointed out, one will not lose his faith 
by reading it 13 Q[ie hopes that further revisi ons of the NKJB will better 

reflect current textual studies and English usa ge. 


The King James Even Better?” C hristian ity Tbday 30 (November 2,1979): 


13 WaJter A* Elwell, 


1481. 
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logue 


h 


t long last, the goal toward which this study has been 
moving has been reached. The story of the making of an English Bible 
translation simple enough for the boy who drives the plow has been told. 
No longer is the Bible locked from the common man who has no knowl¬ 
edge of Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek, and Latin; no longer is it chained to the 
pulpits of the churches. It is openly ohtainahle almost everywhere, even in 
the supermarkets. However, complete communication of God’s Word — 
the goal of Bible translation—has been only partly achieved in the various 
efforts that have been surveyed here. In the words of Joshua, “there are 
still very large areas of land to be taken over" (Josh. 13:1, NIV). 

A translation starts to become outdated from the moment it is com¬ 
pleted. Information from new manuscript materials, new insights into the 
languages in which the Bible was first written, and new data concerning 
hiblical history need to be communicated to the reader. Changing ideas 
about translations and changes in the English language itself 1 all outdate 


'The supplement to The Oxford English Dictionary contains 85,000 entries 


these are words 

that have entered the English language since the dictionary was published (1924). There is no count 
available of words that dropped out of use or that changed in meaning during that same period. 


363 




THE ENGLISH BIBLE: From KJV to NIV 


a version, thus preparing the way for the process to be started all 

again. 

The question of when a new translation is needed is a matter of judg 
ment. Some people will tenaciously hold on to the past, while others 
ever looking to the new. Modem translations will always be harshly 
demned by those who fancy themselves able to see the “motes" in the eye. 
There have always been those who have insisted that the time or the 
scholarship was not “right” for a new translation. If the work waited until 
these people were ready, however, it would never be accomplished. 

As the author of this study, my horizons have been greatly widened in 
the years I have spent with the English Bible versions; it is my hope that 
the horizons of the reader may also be widened by the material I have 
collected. The one truth that stands out most clearly is that translation, 
in the end, is a human process; it is not a divinely inspired one. The 
expectation of a perfect translation is a vain hope; certainly none of the 
present translations even approach perfection. Yet despite the errors of 
man, the truths of God are to be found in God’s Book in translation. 
Though our feehle translation efforts may at times obscure the light, yet 
through the shadows the light shines. If one studies the Book, it is able 
to make him “wise unto salvation ... in Christ Jesus” (II Tim. 3:15). 

I have been impressed with the number of times that I thought I had 
found an error in the work of a translation group, but additional investi¬ 
gation made it clear that the beam was in my own eye, not in the trans¬ 
lator’s. Careful students may still find some items in my study that were 
erroneously cited as errors. Some items may have been given significance 
that are actually only matters of taste and judgment. There are, most likely, 
instances in which judgments should have been more charitable. In the 
face of such faults, I can only ask for the charity of the experts until I am 
better instructed. 

If one should ask if there are too many translations, the reply must be 
that the question is really irrelevant. The translations are here; they are 
not going away; and they must be dealt with. To hide one's head in the 
sand will not make the translations disappear; it will not bring back the 
so-called “good old days" when everyone read one translation. As long as 
there is financial gain in it, publishers will push translations, old or new. 
Also, the needs of different reading audiences are served by different trans¬ 
lations. It is estimated that today there are one billion readers of English, 
but that only about 35 percent of the world’s population are nominally 


over 


are 


con- 
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Christian. Rather than being looked on as a gigantic conspiracy to draw 
people into religious error, the translation effort should be thought of as 

a sincere effort to reach the unreached. With the rapid growth of world 
population, by the year 2000 Christians may constitute only 15 percent of 
the world’s population. There is a continuous need to greatly increase 

Bihle circulation. 

Samuel Johnson (1709-1784) once said, 


Dictionaries are like watches; 
the worst is better than none, 
and the best cannot be expected to no quite true. 


The same may also be said of translations. None is perfect, hut the poorest 

is better than none. Those critical of the translation effort might well 
ponder the admonition given in the preface of the translation of William 
Tyndale, the first of the English translators: 


And if they perceive in any places that I have not attained the very sense 

of the tongue, or meaning of the Scripture, or have not given the right 
English word, that they put to their hands to amend it, remembering that 
it so is their duty to do. For we have not received the gifts of God for 
ourselves only, or to hide them. But for to bestow them unto the honoring 
of God and Christ and edifying of the congregation, which is the body of 

Christ .-' 1 


One asks, "What version should I read?” Another asks, “Are there doc¬ 
trinal problems in this version or that?” Asking questions like these is like 
asking, "What car shall I drive?” One’s background, education, aims, and 
purposes are the determining factors. If one wants the most literal equiv¬ 
alent of the original language, he will be disappointed with a paraphrase. 
If he wants something as easy to read as the newspaper, the traditional 
translations cannot fill his needs. If he has studied the Bible from child¬ 
hood, the traditional may be quite clear to him; but if he is reading God’s 
Word for the first time, the older versions may seem quite obtuse. 


^Quoted in Gerhard Friedrich, "Pre-history of the Theological Dictionary of the New Testament,” 
in Theological Dictionary of the New Testament y ed. Gerhard Friedrich, bans, and ed, G, W. 

Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1976), 10:613, 

3 The spelling has been modernized. 
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While versions differ in translating specific statements, all of the avail¬ 
able English translations present the basic duties toward God and man. 
By comparing one with the other, the person who has no language training 
can be warned against going astray because of the peculiarities of one 
translation. He may be challenged to new ideas by reading a new trans¬ 
lation. The religious problems of the world are not caused by people 
reading different translations; the most serious problem is that many read 
no translation! 

Augustine in his Confessions tells of hearing a child at play who cried, 
Tolle lege! Tolle lege / (“Take up and read; Thke up and read"). 4 Augustine, 
not able to identify the cry with any known children’s game, took it as a 
message to him from God. He picked up one of Paul’s epistles, opened it 
at random, and read the very words that condemned his past, opened the 
door of hope to him, and led to his conversion. Your own English version 

cries, “Thke up and read! Thke up and read!” 


4 Augustine Confessions 8.12. 
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